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This thesis deals with the SME brand orientation. Main objective of this study was to explore 
whether brand orientation effects on brand performance and financial performance. In addition, 
distinctive firm characteristics were used as moderators to measure their moderating effect on the 
causal relationships between defined research concepts. On the basis of the theoretical discussion 
and the presented empirical conclusions the objective of the study was to develop deeper under-
standing of the level of SME brand orientation and its performance effects. 
 
The research approach was theory driven. Theory is the base for research problems and theoretical 
model. Brand orientation research, particularly in the SME sector is still in its infancy. Lack of re-
searches with well-established models and measurements impedes making conclusive research in 
the SME context. The data were collected by a structured online-survey. The target population con-
sisted of North Karelian SMEs, mostly micro-enterprises. The survey was sent to a total of 2 588 
companies. A total of 256 effective responses were received, the response rate being roughly 11 
percent. The surveyed respondents were mainly owner-entrepreneurs or placed in the management 
position of SMEs. They were consequently the most countable experts to respond into the survey. 
 
The data and research items were evaluated first with simple methods. Exploratory factor analysis 
and structural equation modelling were the main analysis methods. The construct validity was con-
firmed through Explorative factor analysis. After that, the relationships between the concepts were 
tested using structural equation modelling. The structural model was based on the measurement 
model. The confirmatory model was though modified to improve the goodness-of-fit indicators. 
One variable was removed and the correlations of error terms within brand orientation factor were 
allowed. Thus, model fit became acceptable before creating the structural model.  
 
The results show that the positive effects on relationships between brand orientation and brand per-
formance (.60) and brand performance and financial performance (.57) were fairly strong. Explor-
ing the moderating effects were important part of the study. Firm size/€ and firm age had significant 
impact on the relationship between brand orientation and brand performance. The effect was found 
stronger among firms that are older and possess higher level of turnover. Other moderating effects 
were not found, suggesting that SMEs' attitudes and practices towards branding are generally simi-
lar. Nevertheless, firms have justified reasons to invest in brands and engender brand positive atti-
tudes and practices, which have a positive impact on the brand's overall performance. Despite of the 
limitations, also the smaller firms should develop brand orientation, even if brand building is time 
consuming. In addition to positive attitudes, firms must convey the attitudes to concrete actions. 
The entrepreneurs' attitudes, beliefs and behaviours naturally matters the most. 
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Pro gradu -tutkielma käsittelee pk-yritysten brändiorientaatiota. Tutkielman keskeisenä tavoitteena 
oli testata vaikuttaako brändiorientaatio brändin suorituskykyyn ja taloudelliseen suorituskykyyn, 
sekä kuinka yritysten luonteenpiirteet moderoivat eli muuntavat yllä mainittujen tutkimuskäsittei-
den välisiä kausaalisuhteita. Teoreettisen keskustelun ja empiiristen tulosten pohjalta tutkimuksen 
päämäärä oli saavuttaa lisää ymmärrystä pk-yritysten brändiorientaation tasosta ja sen vaikutuksesta 
suorituskykyyn.  
 
Tutkimusasetelma on varsin teoriavaikutteinen, joten tutkimusongelmat ja teoreettinen malli poh-
jautuvat vahvasti teoriaan. Pk-yritysten keskuudessa toteutettava brändiorientaatiotutkimus on vasta 
alkutekijöissään. Vakiintuneiden mallien ja mittaristojen vähyys vaikeuttaa pk-yritysten keskuudes-
sa tehtävä tutkimusta. Aineisto kerättiin strukturoidun verkkokyselyn avulla. Pohjoiskarjalaiset pk-
yritykset muodostivat tutkimuksen kohdejoukon. Kysely lähetettiin yhteensä 2 588 yritykseen. 
Käyttökelpoisia vastauksia kertyi 256, vastausprosentin ollessa noin 11 prosenttia. Tutkimukseen 
vastanneet olivat pääasiassa itsenäisiä yrittäjiä tai esimiesasemassa toimivia henkilöitä, joten heillä 
oli parhaat edellytykset vastata kyselyyn. 
 
Aineistoa ja tutkimusmuuttujia arvioitiin ensin yksinkertaisten menetelmien avulla. Eksploratiivi-
nen faktorianalyysi ja rakenneyhtälömallinnus toimivat varsinaisina analyysimenetelminä. Eksplo-
ratiivisella faktorianalyysilla varmistettiin rakennevaliditeetti, minkä jälkeen käsitteiden väliset vai-
kutussuhteet testattiin rakenneyhtälömallinnuksen avulla. Rakenneyhtälömalli perustui mittausmal-
liin, josta poistettiin yksi muuttuja ja sallittiin virhetermien korrelointi brändiorientaatiofaktorin 
sisällä. Näin ollen mallin sopivuutta kuvaavat tunnusluvut saatiin riittävän hyviksi ennen raken-
neyhtälömallin luomista. 
 
Tulokset osoittavat, että brändiorientaatio vaikuttaa positiivisesti sekä brändin suorituskykyyn että 
brändin taloudelliseen suorituskykyyn. Vaikutussuhteet brandiorientaation ja brändin suoritusky-
kyyn (.60) ja brändin suorituskyvyn vaikutus brändin taloudelliseen suorituskyvyn (.57) välillä oli-
vat varsin voimakkaita. Moderaatiovaikutusten testaaminen oli tärkeä osa tutkimusta. Yritysten lii-
kevaihdolla ja iällä oli merkittävä vaikutus brändiorientaation ja brändin suorituskyvyn väliseen 
suhteeseen. Vaikutus oli voimakkaampi vanhemmissa ja suuremman liikevaihdon omaavissa fir-
moissa. Muita moderaatiovaikutuksia ei löytynyt, mikä viittaa pk-yritysten asenteiden ja käytäntö-
jen olevan samankaltaisia. Yritysten kannattaa joka tapauksessa panostaa brändeihin ja pyrkiä kehit-
tämään brändimyönteisiä asenteita ja käytäntöjä, mitkä vaikuttavat positiivisesti brändin menestyk-
seen ja tulokseen. Rajallisemmista resursseista huolimatta myös pienemmät firmat voivat kehittää 
brändiorientaatiota, vaikka brändin rakentaminen vaatii aikaa. Yritysten tulee viedä brändi-
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Traditionally brands were associated with regular consumer goods (Roberts & Miller 2007). 
Generally branding concept is well developed in the field of marketing (Aaker & Joachim-
sthaler 2002; Evans et al. 2012; Kapferer 2008; Keller 2003). American Marketing Associa-
tion defines brand as "a name, term, sign, symbol, design or design which is intended to iden-
tify the goods or services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those 
of competitors” (Evans et al. 2012; Jevons 2005; Ghodeswar 2008; Keller 1993; 2003, 3; 
Marquardt et al. 2011; Stride & Lee 2007). Brands certainly enable differentiation (Brïdson & 
Evans 2004; de Chernatony & Cottam 2006; Kay 2006; Hankinson 2000; O'Cass & Grace 
2004; Simões & Dibb 2001). Ambler & Styles (1996) define brand holistically as “the prom-
ise of the bundle of attributes that someone buys...the attributes that make up a brand may be 
real or illusory, rational or emotional, tangible or invisible”. Branding is used in diverse con-
texts (Roberts & Miller 2007). Products (Jevons 2005), services, places, people (Ghodeswar 
2008), firms and organisations (Azizi et al. 2012), public figures, Governments or countries 
can be branded (Ind 2004). A brand can also signify the ownership (Balmer & Gray 2003; 
Brïdson & Mavondo 2002; Hajipour et al. 2010).  
 
Brands are significant and offer manifold opportunities. A confidence on brand strategy is 
sensible. Firms' competence level increase significantly with reputable brands, resulting 
growth and greater profits. Brands are efficient way for firms to gain sustainable competitive 
advantage that convert to a strategic long-term asset (Azizi et al. 2012; Chirani, et al. 2012; 
Reid et al. 2005; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2007; 2008; Tuominen et al. 2009; Urde 1999;) 
and the most valuable firm resources (Glynn 2010; Ngo & O'Cass 2008; 2011; Urde 2003). 
Strong brands ensure repeat purchases (Grace & O'Cass 2005: Opoku et al. 2007) and perma-
nent success (Ghodeswar 2008; Glynn 2010). They assist firms to reach short and long-term 
goals and objectives (Hankinson 2002; Keller 1993; Napoli 2006; Reid et al. 2005; Simões & 
Dibb, 2001). A shift from short-term approach to long-term branding approach is beneficial 
(Dall'Olmo Riley & de Chernatony 2000). Brand building is yet time consuming (e.g. Aaker 
& Joachimsthaler 2002, 14; Dall`Olmo Riley & de Chernatony 2000; Evans et al. 2012; 
Krake 2005; Urde 1999) making them long-term investment (Marquardt et al. Davis 2011; 
Simões & Dibb 2001). Product life cycle ends, but brands remain (Kapferer 2008, 237). Busi-
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ness or product may gradually develop to a great brand (Keller 2003) through evolving brand 
associations. Awareness shifts from objects to benefits and from tangible to intangible values 
(Kapferer 2008, 55). Gaining brand recognition is though challenging (Krake 2005). Brands' 
intangible features make the imitation complex (Balmer & Gray 2003; Stride & Lee 2007). 
Managers have fine reason to construct strong brands (Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002, 14; 
Hoeffler & Keller 2003; Kay 2006; Piha & Avlonitis 2012). 
 
The growing branding literature embraces the adding value aspect (e.g. Jevons 2005; Stride & 
Lee 2007; Marquardt et al. 2011). Besides firms, consumer benefits are obvious. Established 
brands deliver promises and create value consistently. Perceived added values match with 
user’s needs. Brands become an expression of value (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Brïdson & 
Evans 2004; Ghodeswar 2008; Kay 2006; Tilley 1999). Besides functional benefits, brands 
fulfill emotional needs. Particularly the intangible emotional aspects and symbolic values be-
come significant since functional values are difficult to maintain (Brïdson & Evans 2004; 
Reid et al 2005; Stride & Lee 2007). Consumers gain fantasy, feeling and fun related hedonic 
values in buying a brand. Hedonic consumer behaviour involves pleasure experienced with 
products (Kuikka & Laukkanen 2012). Strong brands earn brand and customer loyalty (Azizi 
et al. 2012; Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; Kay 2006; Kuikka & Laukkanen 2012; Martenson 
2007; Mulyanegara 2011b; Tuominen et al. 2009). Relationship building with help of em-
ployees is seen valuable (de Chernatony 1999). Also, launching new products and services is 
facilitated (Ghodeswar 2008). Eventually, Boatwright et al. (2009) sees branding valuable 
only if it conveys value for both the company and the customer.  
 
Brand orientation is the main concept of this study. Brand orientation lacks established defini-
tions, having roots in traditional brand definition (Brïdson & Evans 2004). Urde (1999) de-
fines the concept as "an approach in which the processes of the organization evolve around 
the creation, development and protection of brand identity in an ongoing interaction with tar-
get customers with the aim of achieving lasting competitive advantages in the form of 
brands”, recognised by numerous authors (e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Gromark & Melin 
2011; Hankinson 2012; Mulyanegara 2011a; Reid, Luxton & Mavondo 2005; Simões & Dibb 
2001; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2007; 2008). Brand orientation is a base for firm's marketing 
activities and may generate positive outcomes (Urde 1999). Brand orientation is a strategic 
capability (Brïdson & Mavondo 2001) to gain growth and profitability (Reijonen et al. 2012a; 
Urde 1994; Wong & Merrilees 2005), expected to elevate organisational performance (Evans 
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et al. 2012). Brïdson & Evans (2004) define brand orientation as "the degree to which the 
organisation values brands and its practices are oriented towards building brand capabilities". 
 
Brand orientation has not raised much academic interest until recently (Hankinson 2012; 
Komppula et al. 2009; Párdányi et al. 2010), but is beginning to receive attention (e.g. Baum-
garth 2010; Ewing & Napoli, 2005; Napoli, 2006; Reid et al. 2005; Urde et al. 2011; Wong & 
Merrilees, 2005; 2007; 2008), although the definitive conceptualisation still seeks to find sup-
port (Evans et al. 2012; Urde et al. 2011). Tuominen et al. (2009) notices that the interest to-
wards this relatively new concept has lately increased but in the SME context brand orienta-
tion and brand performance are almost non-existing research concepts. According to Wong & 
Merrilees (2005), brand orientation on SME context lacks empirical evidence and empirically 
verified brand orientation models to fully comprehend the role of SME branding. However, 
they designed a three-step ladder to describe the level of SMEs brand orientation (see p. 33). 
In addition, Reijonen et al. (2012a) explored the impact of market orientation and brand ori-
entation on SMEs’ growth goals. A brand orientation research within the SME framework is 
though fairly limited. 
 
Branding types vary from manufacture brands to intangible service brands or corporate brands 
(Xie & Boggs 2006). Most SMEs are owner-managed (O'Regan et al. 2005). In practise, the 
owner-manager represents the brand (Krake 2005). Small firms virtually cover all industry 
sectors. They differ in size, resources and marketing activities. Firms have diverse customer 
groups and seemingly posses own heterogeneous characteristics (Reijonen 2010). This study 
is concentrating on the entire North Karelian SME sector including all industry and business 
types. 
 
There are number of reasons to study the concept of brand orientation. Branding in general 
can be highly beneficial for firms, organisations and other entities. Brand orientation elevates 
the overall business performance (Brïdson & Evans 2004; Wong & Merrilees 2005, 2008) and 
brand performance (Ngo & O'Cass 2011; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a; Reid et al. 2005). Brand ori-
entation generates competitive advantage (e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Ewing & Napoli 2005; 
Urde 1999) and elevates financial performance (Baumgarth 2010). In addition, Wong & Mer-
rilees (2008) found that creating room for band orientation delivers additional benefits such as 
favourable word of mouth, customer loyalty, recognition and favour in the markets. 
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1.2 Aims of the study  
 
The aim of this thesis is to study the effect of brand orientation on brand performance and 
further, on financial performance. In addition, firm characteristics of SMEs, such as firm age, 
firm size in terms of employee number and annual turnover in Euros, industry type (prod-
uct/service), type of business (B2B/B2C) and available firm resources in terms of available 
time, money, know-how and information will be used as moderators to measure the moderat-
ing effects over the specified relationships. Explicitly, the idea is to test whether different firm 
characteristics moderate the two causal relationships between brand orientation (BO) and 
brand performance (BP) and financial performance (FP). Therefore, first research problem 
measures how BO affects BP and FP. Second research problem is issued as how firm charac-
teristics moderate these existing relationships. Third problem is to identify how cultural brand 
orientation and behavioural brand orientation perspectives relate to each other, whether sepa-
rately as own specific constructs or as an aggregated holistic concept in the SME brand orien-
tation context. 
 
The addressed research problem of this study aspires to answer to the following questions: 
 What is the effect of brand orientation on brand performance and on financial perfor-
mance? 
 How firm characteristics moderate the relationships between brand orientation and 
brand performance and between brand performance and financial performance? 
 How cultural and behavioural brand orientation perspectives relate to each other? 
 
Brand orientation can be viewed from cultural and behavioural perspectives. Originally both 
perspectives derive from the market orientation literature (González-Benito & González-
Benito 2005). The cultural foundation focuses on organisational view of the process (Narver 
& Slater 1990). Behavioural foundation reveals the phenomenon in terms of concrete behav-
iours (Kohli & Jaworski 1990). The same principle is applied on the brand orientation litera-
ture, others focusing more on the cultural (e.g. Baumgarth 2010; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 
2007) or the behavioural perspective (e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Kapferer 2008; Urde 1994; 
1999; Urde et al. 2011) or even combination of both approaches (e.g. Ewing & Napoli 2005; 
Hankinson 2001b; 2002; Wong & Merrilees 2008). A clear distinction between these perspec-
tives is not straightforward. For example, Urde (1999) sees brand orientation as a brand cen-
tric mindset covering entire organisation with brands having own distinctive identity. Hankin-
son (2002) views brand orientation as a holistic concept. Ewing & Napoli (2005) similarly 
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attempt to merge both cultural/philosophical and behavioural perspectives. Strong brands em-
brace beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours (Brïdson & Evans 2004; Tilley 1999). Thus, 
firms could simultaneously focus on brand oriented culture that generates attitudes, values 
and believes and behavioural actions.  
 
SME brand orientation is not widely researched topic, which makes the study context interest-
ing and delivers new aspects to brand orientation research. In addition, independent moderator 
variables are used to modify the form of the relationship between the predictor variable and 
the criterion variables (Slater & Narver 1994). In this research brand orientation is a predictor 
variable in front of criterion variables, brand performance and financial performance. Brand 
performance counts also as a mediation variable for financial performance. Wong & Merrilees 
(2005) notices, that branding with limited research foundation in the SME framework gives 
reason to pursue additional understanding of the brand's role in the SME context. Particularly 
the SME context lacks empirical evidence of performance benefits of being brand oriented. 
Therefore, idea of this study is also to attain more information and additional evidence for the 
development of valuable measurements in SME context to enrich the research area in general. 
In addition, the study concentrates on the management perspective as for example the study of 
Krake (2005) on successful brand management in SMEs. 
 
Research objectives are in sense limited owing to rather the theoretical nature of the study, but 
the research problems still remain challenging. The research context requires amalgamation of 
different concepts and implementation of various indicators. The limitations to two main con-
cepts and North Karelian SMEs keep the study in the research context. Only 0.2 percent of 
Finnish companies are large (250 employees or more). A share of micro firms (at most nine 
persons) is 93 percent (Reijonen 2008). This study takes advantage of the previously devel-
oped models and conceptual definitions. The nature of research is more theoretical and also 
the research objectives take more theoretical approach rather than focusing on the practical 
problem solving issues. Thus, empirical evidence seeks to solve whether the theoretical dis-
cussion presented in the study is accurate and applicable in practise. Gradually developing 
research interest on brand orientation has been inspired by few underpinning studies such as 
Wong & Merrilees (2005; 2008); Baumgarth (2010); Urde (1999); Hankinson (2001) and 
Ewing & Napoli (2005). The idea is to increase understanding of brand orientation context by 
combining and comparing the previous theories and findings.  
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1.3 Research context and limitations  
 
The research theme is based to the two different foundations, cultural perspective (Narver & 
Slater 1990) and the behavioural perspective (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; Kapferer 
2008; Kohli & Jaworski 1990) with the intention to measure firms' brand performance. For-
mer is dealing the attitudes and the latter, the practical, i.e. functional/behavioural issues. 
González-Benito & González-Benito (2005) and Urde et al. (2011) have contributed compre-
hensively to the description of the cultural and behavioural perspectives. These two diverse 
foundations in the form of brand orientation also offer precise limitation for the study. 
 
The study focus is set on the SME context. Large corporations are excluded even if brands 
and branding research are generally associated with big businesses (Krake 2005). SMEs par-
ticipation in the branding world is unclear, as they apparently are less evolved in branding. 
Lack of SME branding literature limits the understanding where the brands stand for in the 
SME marketing strategy (Wong & Merrilees 2005). Evans et al. (2012) sees brand orientation 
as a combination of the brand concept with the business orientation literature. The study owns 
also geographical limitations to the SMEs operating in the North Karelia, Finland. Noticeable 
fact is that the regional firms are mainly micro businesses managed by manager-owners or 
employ only few, at most 9 persons (Komppula et al. 2009).  
 
The focus is set on the profit-making enterprises in order to provide more comprehensive in-
formation particularly for the needs of the business environment and deliver more evidence 
for the existing but limited SME brand orientation literature in general. The non-profit sector 
in this study is excluded although the existing non-profit branding literature provides applica-
ble knowledge for the usage of research topic in general (e.g. Ewing & Napoli 2005; Napoli 
2006). Corporate chains are excluded since the chains follow the guidelines of predefined 
centrally managed chain concept. The chain management of the leading corporation is in 
charge of the strategic decision making and marketing activities, making the services and 
marketing identical across the entire network (Kautto et al. 2008, 72). This study sights the 
consumer perspective only from the firm perspective and is also directed towards the manage-








Figure 1. The theoretical framework of the study 
 
1.4 Structure of the study 
 
The first chapter serves as an introduction to research. The chapter presents the background of 
the study and research perspective along with the study limitations. The development and 
meaning of the branding concept is described in general. The research topic and the aims of 
the study are highlighted and the research questions are introduced. Introduction is followed 
by literature review. Importantly, the brand orientation concept is based to the foundation of 
market orientation concept. The chapter describes the two main foundations of market orien-
tations; that is, the cultural and behavioural perspectives. These foundations are adapted to the 
context of brand orientation, which is more brand centric surplus for a marketing strategy. 
They may be illustrated as two inseparable constructs measured through cultural and behav-
ioural measurements, although separating them in reality is more complex. Thus, the theory is 
bridging them as a holistic construct. The main concepts of the study are brand orientation 
and the two performance related concepts, brand performance and financial performance. The 
meaning of brand management and brand orientation in SME context are also explained. Fur-
thermore, the firm characteristics and their specific features among SMEs are introduced, in-
cluding their moderating role before entering to hypotheses development. Research method-
ology is explained in the third chapter followed by the results presented, interpreted and dis-
cussed including hypothesis testing and moderating effects. The last chapter presents the main 
conclusions and theoretical and the managerial implications. Validity and reliability of the 
study are discussed before the limitations and suggestions for future studies.   
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2 BRAND ORIENTATION 
 
2.1 From market orientation to brand orientation  
 
The concept of market orientation is foundation for the concept of brand orientation (e.g. 
Baumgarth 2010; Párdányi et al. 2010; Reid et al. 2005; Urde 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2007) 
realised as antecedent of brand orientation. They are individual, but interrelated constructs 
(Mulyanegara 2011a; Simões & Dibb 2001; Tuominen et al. 2009; Urde 1999; Urde et al. 
2011). Market orientation is a straightforward competitive behaviour, short-term highly cus-
tomer orientated umbrella term (Liu 1995) designed to run business successfully (Ngo & 
O`Cass 2011) and strive superior value to customer (Matanda & Ndubisi 2009). This strategy 
is designed to generate sustainable competitive advantage (Maydeu-Olivares & Lado 2003). 
Yet, it allows brand’s role as a resource (Urde 1999). The paradigm of market orientation is 
challenged once the brand reaches beyond the principle of unconditional reply to satisfy cus-
tomers (Urde 1999; Urde et al. 2011). 
 
Market orientation research is mastered by cultural and behavioural (Carrillat et al. 2004; Rei-
jonen et al. 2012a) and strategic perspectives (Cervera et al. 2001). Market orientation is a 
combination of 1) a specific set of beliefs that shape attitudes towards marketing, a company 
philosophy designed to understand markets before implemented actions, 2) a specific set of 
activities or behaviours to execute market orientated attitudes to practice and direct competi-
tive strategies (Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999; González-Benito & González-Benito 2005; Kohli 
& Jaworsky 1990; Ngai & Ellis 1998). The marketing concept is the base for market orientat-
ed activities and behaviours (Kim 2003; Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Liu 1995; Urde 1999; 
Sørensen 2009). Besides cultural and behavioural perspectives (González-Benito et al. 2009; 
Hajipour et al. 2010; Harris 2001; Ngo & O'Cass 2011 O'Cass & Ngo 2007b; Rodriguez-
Cano et al. 2004) market orientation holds performance centric competitive approach (e.g. 
Brïdson & Evans 2004; Homburg & Pflesser 2000; Reid et al. 2005; Urde et al. 2011). Thus, 
profitability, customer orientation, market and competitor focus are imbedded to market ori-
entation (Cervera et al. 2001; Kim 2003; Sørensen 2009).  
 
Cultural market orientation refers to distinctive corporate culture and to a specific mind-set 
(Helfert et al. 2002; Narver & Slater 1990; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a). The concept reflects in the 
organisational values and attitudes and provides superior customer value by focusing on cus-
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tomer needs (Reid et al. 2005). Narver & Slater (1990) define the cultural perception as "the 
organisation culture that most effectively creates the necessary behaviours for the creation of 
superior value for buyers and, thus, continuous superior performance for the business”. Focus 
on the company's attitudes alone is not sufficient. Necessary behaviours assist to meet the 
customer needs. The culture, attitude and behaviours must be adjusted to construct true mar-
ket orientation (Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999). Similarly, activities must be integrated into the 
organisation’s underlying belief system (Homburg & Pflesser 2000). Kohli & Jaworski (1990) 
define behavioural market orientation as ‘‘the organization-wide generation of market intelli-
gence pertaining to current and future customer needs, dissemination of the intelligence 
across departments, and organization-wide responsiveness to it’’. The behavioural perspective 
focuses on tangible devices, tools or set of behavioural activities. A focus remains on custom-
er satisfaction (Helfert et al. 2002; Kohli & Jaworski 1990; Matanda & Ndubisi 2009; O'Cass 
& Ngo 2007a; Urde et al. 2011). Customers are treated individually by giving them priority 
(Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999; González-Benito & González-Benito 2005; Liu 1995; Urde 
1999; Urde et al. 2011). The goal is to exceed the competitors' performance level (Brïdson & 
Mavondo 2001; Kim 2003; Ngai & Ellis 1998; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a).  
 
Market orientation relates strongly to business performance (Harris 2001; Jaworski & Kohli 
1993). Several researches support its improvement on firm performance (e.g. Avlonitis & 
Gounaris 1999; Brïdson & Mavondo 2002; González-Benito et al. 2009; Kim 2003; Mulya-
negara 2010; Sørensen 2009; Tuominen et al. 2009) and brand performance (Lee et al. 2008; 
O'Cass & Ngo 2007a; O'Cass & Ngo 2007b). In general, market orientation generates long-
term success (e.g. González-Benito & González-Benito 2005; Homburg & Pflesser 2000; 
Narver & Slater 1990; Rodriguez-Cano et al. 2004) and forms necessary behaviours to create 
prominent value for customers and greater lasting business performance (e.g. Helfert et al. 
2002; Homburg & Pflesser 2000; Matanda & Ndubisi 2009; Maydeu-Olivares & Lado 2003; 
Narver & Slater 1990; Ngai & Ellis 1998; O'Cass & Ngo 2007b). The main priority of this 
customer centric approach is to create profit (Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999). González-Benito & 
González-Benito (2005) found that a positive effect of market orientation on firm perfor-
mance has long roots. Empirical evidence is increasing as positive relationship between mar-
ket orientation and diverse performance measurements is widely confirmed (e.g. Homburg & 
Pflesser 2000; Jaworski & Kohli 1993; Narver & Slater 1990; Rodriguez-Cano et al. 2004; 
Slater & Narver 1994). Several studies confirm the escalating effect of market orientation on 
financial performance (e.g. Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999; Cervera et al. 2001; Gaur et al. 2011; 
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Harris 2001; Maydeu-Olivares & Lado 2003; Narver & Slater 1990; Jaworski & Kohli 1993; 
Tuominen et al. 2009). Big businesses typically show greater market orientation and perfor-
mance level than smaller firms (Liu 1995). Similarly, brand orientation affects positively on 
firm performance (Reijonen et al. 2012a; Wong & Merrilees 2008). 
 
Brand orientation is a market orientation plus to construct brands, but it cannot be applied 
alone (Piha & Avlonitis 2012; Urde 1999), even if brand orientation is conceptualised as a 
single construct (Baumgarth 2010). Brand orientation is a highly brand centric complemen-
tary approach (Urde et al. 2011) to substitute regular market orientation functions. The idea is 
to make room for brand orientation by converting market orientation related goals and objec-
tives to constant actions (Reid, et al. 2005). Brand orientation holds on to a branding strategy 
related with a customer (Azizi et al. 2012; Baumgarth 2009; Napoli 2006), shifting away from 
product focus (Evans et al. 2012; Urde 1999), yet reach beyond customer orientated external 
market orientation perspective. The brand integrated to firm’s core values and identity, grant-
ed as a strategic asset is substantial element in achieving market leadership (Simões & Dibb 
2001). The newish inside-out brand orientation approach with embedded brand identity con-
tradicts the dominant outside-in market orientation paradigm with brand image as its primary 
concept (Urde et al. 2011). The dialogue of both orientations concentrates on organisation's 
attitude towards brands and the market. Brand identity or brand image are the alternatives to 
designate the direction. The management must decide whether the outside-in or the inside-out 
perspective shall guide the branding activities. The “customer is king" principle must be re-
considered against the proclamation "brands are our greatest assets" (Urde et al. 2011). Both 
the inside-out and outside-in approaches can be integrated in the brand orientation. The in-
side-out perspective sights brand as a firm's strategic resource, not sensitive to fluctuating 
markets (Urde 1999). The indirect outside-in brand orientation perspective sees that a brand 
generates customer relationships (M’zungu et al. 2009).  
 
2.2 Importance of brand orientation and performance benefits  
 
Several studies underline the progression of a brand orientation framework (Brïdson & Evans 
2004; Hankinson 2001a; Wong & Merrilees 2005) and empirical measurement of the concept 
(Ewing & Napoli 2005; Hankinson 2001b), although slight theoretical foundation and narrow 
perspectives limits these studies (Baumgarth 2010). Brands role in shaping company's visibil-
ity and position is vital. Brand based strategy directs firms strategic direction (Wong & Mer-
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rilees 2008). Brand's strategic importance lays foundation for a brand as an integrated market-
ing design to run the entire business (Gromark & Melin 2011; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Suc-
cessful organisations generally show greater brand orientation compared to less successful 
counterparts. Brand orientation divides high or low performance organisations within their 
volume to offer advanced service to stakeholders. In addition, reaching short and long term 
goals and objectives is facilitated (Hankinson 2012; Napoli 2006).  
 
Brand orientation is often distinguished by the top management's focus on branding and dis-
ciplined approach to brand management (Baumgarth 2010; Gromark 2010; Hankinson 2001a; 
2001b; Reid et al. 2005; Urde 1994; 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2008) distinguished by stable 
and consistent offer, significant to the buyer and differentiation from the competition (Baum-
garth 2010). Differentiated positioning is beneficial for brands (e.g. Aaker 2003; Berry 2000). 
Differentiation obligates uniqueness, relevancy and consumer’s approval (de Chernatony & 
Cottam 2006). Brand orientation represents brand strategy that supports strong relationships 
between customers and stakeholders despite of the brand’s position, whether the corporate, 
manufacture or services brand (Brïdson & Evans 2004; Reid et al. 2005). Brand orientation 
can be presented in a three level ongoing interaction between values and identity: the organi-
sation, the brand and clients with other stakeholders. Primarily, values of organisation are 
coded to brand's core values and promises to guide the organisation's actions and behaviour. 
Subsequently, core values are decoded to expanded customer values i.e. how the brand is per-
ceived and what it offers. This way the inside-out brand orientation with brand's core values 
and promise becomes a strategic hub (Urde et al. 2011). The strategic focus is placed on the 
mission, vision and values of an organisation (Urde 1999; Urde et al. 2011). When these core 
elements cause the organization to grow from its position, a critical step towards higher level 
brand orientation is realised (Urde; 1994; 1999; 2003). In brand orientated view the entire 
organisation adapts to brand’s core value based orientation to construct successful brands 
(Hankinson 2012; Tilley 1999; Urde 1994; Wong & Merrilees 2007). Brand orientation has 
tendency to deal with both internal and external perspectives of the brand (Hankinson 2001b; 
Reid et al. 2005). It corresponds with the integrated view and in initiates the course of action. 
The core values and brand promise shape the entire organisation constantly (Simões & Dibb 
2001; Urde et al. 2011). Communicating the brand promise is vital. Employees and stake-
holders must live up the promise and understand brand values, ambitions and what it repre-
sents (Henkel et al. 2007; M'zungu et al. 2009). Kept promises turn the brands to top brands 
(Tilley 1999). Brand oriented firms own capacity to generate attractive value and meaning 
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through brands for the customers, company (e.g. Tilley 1999; Urde 1994; 1999; Wong & 
Merrilees 2008) stakeholders (Ewing & Napoli 2005; Hankinson 2012; Mulyanegara 2011a & 
2011b; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a; Stride & Lee 2007), products and services thus increasing brand 
loyalty and favoritism (Knox & Bickerton 2003). Customers naturally prefer the offers with 
added value. Value creation is based to interaction between organisation and customers rather 
than products (Brïdson & Evans 2004; Reid et al. 2005).  
 
Exercising brands as a preliminary step in the company’s strategy (Urde 1999) the brand ori-
entation serves as precondition, with strong brands to boost the companies’ competency and 
growth with increased profitability (Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2007; 2008; Urde 1994). Thus, 
a proposal to achieve competitive advantage is commenced. A focus remains on creation, de-
velopment and protection of brands (Urde 1999; Urde et al. 2011). Brand orientation becomes 
a strategic choice. Brands turn into company's value and significant strategic resource and 
therefore function as a driving force for the entire marketing process (Apaydin 2011; Urde 
1999; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2008). Seeing brands as performance enhancing resources 
strong brands generate sustainable competitive advantage (Azizi et al. 2012; Brïdson & Ma-
vondo 2001; Hankinson 2012; Louro & Cunha 2001; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a; Urde 2003; Urde 
et al. 2011) and long-term survival for firms (Lee et al. 2008). Brand orientation conveys an 
integration system to construct strong brands. The concept is seen an antecedent for dynamic 
brand performance and the development of competitive advantage (Baumgarth 2010; 
Hankinson 2012; Napoli 2006; Simões & Dibb, 2001; Tilley 1999; Urde 1994; 1999; Wong 
& Merrilees 2005; 2008). The core of strategic orientation is to evaluate how diverse strategic 
orientations effect on firm performance; consequently, company's strategic choices receive 
direction and form appropriate behaviours to achieve greater performance (Avlonitis & 
Gounaris 1999; Carrillat et al. 2004; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a; O'Cass & Ngo 2007b). 
 
 Concept of brand performance points to the brand's success or power in the market (Chirani 
et al. 2012; Hajipour et al. 2010; Ngo & O'Cass 2008; 2011; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a) and can 
be measured through brand image; reputation; customer brand loyalty or brand awareness in 
the market (Tuominen et al. 2009; Wong & Merrilees 2007; 2008). The brand's strategic suc-
cess can be measured without direct financial measurements. In regards numerous daily pur-
chase decisions, customers usually rely on habits. Owing to wide product range and promo-
tional messages, they end up buying familiar brands (Wong & Merrilees 2008). The brand 
strength and performance requires overall assessment. The organisation must see beyond the 
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regular marketing communication metrics as awareness and consideration, to get hold of the 
consumers’ long-term loyalty aspect (Ind 2004, 19). The performance benefits of brand orien-
tation can be considerable (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Performance measures must be still 
selected carefully. Elevated profits and growth may not always attract firms. Instead, survival, 
keeping legacy and employment are valued higher (Ha-Brookshire 2009). 
 
Firm performance and brand performance are separate, yet closely entwined constructs (Har-
ris & de Chernatony 2001; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a). From performance perspective, the decisive 
issue is whether or not brand orientation enhances the firm performance (Urde et al. 2011). 
The positive effect of brand orientation on firm performance has been confirmed in various 
contexts (e.g. Baumgarth 2010; Brïdson & Evans 2004; Brïdson & Mavondo 2002; Ewing & 
Napoli 2005; Gromark & Melin 2011; Hankinson 2001b; 2002; Mulyanegara 2010; Napoli 
2006; Reijonen et al. 2012a; Tuominen et al. 2009; Urde et al. 2011; Wong & Merrilees, 
2005; 2007; 2008). Brand orientation may have significant direct (Tuominen et al. 2009) or 
indirect impact on brand performance (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Brand orientation may ele-
vate brand performance for example in the light of awareness, loyalty, image and reputation 
(Hankinson 2011; Stride & Lee 2007; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Brand orientated companies 
achieve strategic goals efficiently (Wong & Merrilees 2007). Nonetheless, firms often resist 
the idea of adopting brand as the core of strategy, even if the prospects to improve the level of 
brand performance are high (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Furthermore, emphasis on financial 
performance, vague management support, poor differentiation, hazy understanding and lack 
of brand centric culture brands may note reach full potential (de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). 
Brand centric strategy makes brand orientation precondition for firms to increase competence 
and with strong brands to achieve growth and profitability (Urde 1994; Wong & Merrilees 
2005; 2007). The concept of success is commonly referred to a firm's hard financial perfor-
mance or alternatively non-financial (e.g. job satisfaction, happiness, reputation, product qual-
ity) measurements (Philip 2011; Reijonen 2008). Companies publicly report relies on finan-
cial measures. The brand performance is related with brand financial performance (Hajipour 
2010), manifested in the financial share of a brand (Chirani et al. 2012). Business perfor-
mance can be measured through market share (Chirani et al. 2012; Ngo & O'Cass 2008; 
2011), growth rate of sales, profitability (Hajipour et al. 2010; O'Cass & Ngo 2007a), overall 
financial performance (Wong & Merrilees 2007; 2008), also sales volume is used as perfor-




Efficient brand management can affect positively on financial performance (Hajipour 2010). 
Firms with successful brands experience stable financial and market performances (O'Cass & 
Ngo 2007a) including SMEs (Opoku et al. 2007). Brand orientation is vitally important factor 
and driver for financial performance on brand performance development (Wong & Merrilees 
2008). Numerous researchers agree that brand orientation delivers greatly to creation of finan-
cial outcomes (Gromark & Melin 2011; Ewing & Napoli 2005; Hankinson 2001a). Ind (2003, 
64) for example found a positive link between brand orientation and profitability. Firms with 
high degree brand orientation nearly doubled the profit in contrast to the firms with low de-
gree brand orientation. Hence, brand orientation associated with profitability is strongly sup-
ported. Moreover, delivering superior customer value converts to superior financial perfor-
mance (M'zungu et al. 2009). Strong brands elevate loyalty, awareness (Mulyanegara 2011b), 
image (Hoeffler & Keller 2003) trust (Hankison 2000; Martenson 2007) and financial stability 
(Kapferer 2008, 24). At managers' perspective promising economical benefits suggest that 
brands are strategically important resources (Simões & Dibb 2001) enabling companies' to 
gain superior financial performance (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; Kay 2006). Firms are 
largely assessed on financial measures. Marketing return obligates explanation in financial 
metrics that ease to comparison of various activities in markets, products and customers. Fi-
nancial statements contribute in analysing financial circumstances and firm performance and 
predict the performance expectations (Hajipour et al. 2010).  
 
2.3 Brand orientation as a culture 
 
Two foundations underline brand orientation. Diverse orientation conceptualisations may re-
quire deeper understanding of business orientations based to the philosophical/cultural and 
behavioural foundations (Brïdson & Evans 2004; Brïdson & Mavondo 2002).) From cultural 
perspective brand orientation can be described as, "the extent to which the organisation re-
gards itself as a brand and an indication of how much (or how little) the organization accepts 
the theory and practice of branding" (Hankinson 2001a). Beliefs and behaviours of a brand-
oriented organisation are in harmony with the brand construct or within the frames brands 
function. Definitions by Hankinson (2001a) and Urde (1999, p. 7) distinguish the significance 
of branding and deliver more clearness. However, definitions struggle to grasp the holistic 




Brand orientation is a state of mind emphasising brands in marketing strategy (Wong & Mer-
rilees 2005; 2008; Hirvonen et al. 2011), from cultural perspective seen as a specific company 
approach, brands considered central for business practises (Azizi et al. 2012; Baumgarth & 
Schmidt 2009; 2010; Hankinson 2001a; Urde 1994; 1999). Ngo & O'Cass (2008) sees that 
firms must correspond to culture and beliefs to build successful brands. Urde et al. (2011) 
notices that key phases of brand orientation are culture, behaviour and performance, particu-
larly the brand orientation associates with elevated firm performance. In effect, corporate cul-
ture and market orientation studies set bases for several fundamental brand orientation ele-
ments (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009). Business culture is generally noticed to affect firm per-
formance outcomes (Chow et al. 2003). Pettinger (2004) sees branding as a cultural tool to 
boost firm performance. de Chernatony (1999) sees brands as value clusters. Values belong to 
the culture and the culture certainly enhances the brand performance.  
 
The approach towards brands and the organisation's brand competence are preconditions to 
construct brands. Instead of customer focus, brand building concentrates on company-client 
communication by using symbols. Brand orientation occurs when learning to discern abstract 
values and symbols as resources. Firms’ primary assets may reach beyond tangible materials. 
Organisational values, attitudes, visions and overall approach to brands creates the difference 
(Urde 1999). Harmonised vision, culture and image fits into a brand orientated organisation; 
thus, culture stands for a foundation, vision represents a centre of gravity and image deals 
with the brand's external perspective (Hatch & Schultz 2001; 2003; Urde et al. 2011). 
 
Brïdson & Evans (2004) sees the cultural or philosophical perspective of brand orientation 
integrated to the organisational understanding emerging in organisation’s values and beliefs. 
Companies should engage with the philosophy of brand orientation and integrate it to all mar-
keting and branding activities (Wong & Merrilees 2008) as the strength of a brand relies on 
the firm's internal culture, though the real market effect depends on its conversion to actions 
(Baumgarth 2010; Homburg & Pflesser 2000). Businesses commonly prefer to develop a cul-
ture that supports company proposals; that is, developing and meeting the authentic values 
(Henkel et al. 2007). Wong & Merrilees (2007) see that company's business environment 
comprise set of objective, social, cultural and technical aspects, companies must adjust into. 
Cultural approach structures behavioural dynamics, for instance, brand repositioning, brand 
orientation, marketing strategy and overall marketing management, while the behavioural 
aspects emphasises more the brand and its financial performance. 
21 
 
Brand culture reflects brand's role as a part of brand development (de Chernatony 1999). 
Brands are cultural artefacts (practices, symbols or forms), formed in a type of process in 
which the cultural effort functions independently creating its own audience (Pettinger 2004) 
and are also fundamental assumptions about desired behaviour (Zabid et al. 2004). Culture 
should be adjusted with the desired band values to drive necessary behaviour among person-
nel (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001). Organisation’s attitude, behaviour and capabilities 
towards brands are therefore critical for brand orientation (Brïdson & Mavondo 2001; Gro-
mark & Melin 2011). Thus, the culture must be also aligned with the beliefs and attitudes 
placed in the brand vision (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; 2010; Hatch & Schulz 2001; 2003). 
 
Without organisation-wide commitment brand orientation falls short. The brand placed to the 
centre of firm strategy and all stakeholders, especially employees living the brand in daily 
script, is the true base for brand orientation (Merrilees & Miller 2008; Urde 1999). The notion 
of living the brand has a firm link to the concept of brand orientation (Baumgarth 2010; Gotsi 
& Wilson 2001; Henkel et al. 2007; Ind 2004; Merrilees 2005; Merrilees & Miller 2008; Urde 
1999; Urde et al. 2011; Wong & Merrilees 2005). Living the brand refers to how organisa-
tions authorise and stimulate the employees. Instructing employees to live the brand on a dai-
ly basis is highly important (Baumgarth 2010; Crain 2010; Ind 2004). Failure would harm the 
internal implementation of the entire branding concept and brand orientation; as result, the 
professional brand management behaviour remains out of reach (Baumgarth 2010). Unlived 
promises harm the customer relationships (Urde 2009; Henkel et al. 2007). Ewing & Napoli 
(2005) underline the importance that the employees comprehend the brand together with inte-
grated marketing activities and deliver consistent brand messages. Consumers' perception of 
the service encounter is decisive to the brand since employees represent and personify the 
firm. Brand's success improves when employees live up the brand promise. Customers seek 
evidence that the firm actually does so. Living the brand daily is sometimes a challenging task 
for employees (Gotsi & Wilson 2001; Henkel et al. 2007).  
 
Personnel's role through customer interaction is vital for brand orientation in narrowing the 
gap between identity related brand values and those perceived externally (de Chernatony & 
Segal-Horn 2001; Hankinson 2012; Urde 1994). Culture provides fine context for employees 
to interpret brand identity (de Chernatony 1999). Corporate culture defines the core values 
and also affects the brands’ success. Employees’ behaviour is encouraged to follow the pre-
ferred formula and the management is able to define appropriate brand promise. Thus, both 
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functional and emotional values are combined to position the brand and develop its personali-
ty. Employees understand their role in brand building better when the vision, brand promise 
and consumer expectations are communicated openly (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). 
The culture shapes individuals working behaviour (Azizi et al. 2012), which again affects 
firm performance (Rodriguez-Cano et al. 2004). Therefore, training frontline personnel is 
crucial (Walker et al. 2007), but sophisticated behaviours counts even more. Employees must 
have faith on the firm, the brand and own capabilities. The service attitude, training and skills 
should reflect the brand values (Henkel et al. 2007; O'Cass & Grace 2004). Customer service 
occurs in employee-buyer interaction but is surrounded by the brand related service culture. 
The relationship between the brand and the service culture reflect how the material and sym-
bolic aspects contribute to the brand performance (Pettinger 2004). Brand loyal employees 
generate proper brand behaviours (Hankinson 2012). Yet the entire organisation must live the 
brand fully to develop real brand management behaviour (Baumgarth 2010). 
 
Crucial and fundamental difference is whether the brand identity is chosen to operate as a 
strategic podium for the company or not. When a company a company views brands as strate-
gic resources, it is a matter of an approach. This approach may produce significant results in 
long-term for both marketing and the strategy. Company's identity holds company's culture, 
aims and values, also it possess a sense of individuality to facilitate company's differentiation 
from competitors (McDonald et al. 2001) or as de Chernatony (1999) sees the organisation's 
culture interrelates with brand identity influencing the brand values. Thus, values and emo-
tions play important role in the organisation’s differentiation strategies. The firm is the centre 
stage and a source of differentiation as well as the base of values and promises (Urde 2003; 
2009; Hatch & Schultz 2003; Balmer & Gray 2003). Wong & Merrilees (2005) notice that 
brand orientated ideology necessitates transformation into action, in order to implement mar-
keting. Marketing culture refers to tacit rules and directives that create behavioural employee 
norms; thus, behavioural norms support the required brand identity, expressed by greater be-
havioural regularity at the service encounter (Coleman et al. 2011). Therefore, it can be ar-
gued that cultural brand orientation lays foundation for behavioural brand orientation.  
 
2.4 Brand orientation as a behaviour 
 
Academic interest towards brand identity is increasing (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; 
Alsem & Kostelijik 2008; Coleman et al. 2011; Leek & Christodoulides 2011; de Chernatony 
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1999; Kapferer 2008; Urde 1999). Brand identity points to the name, personality and im-
portant characteristics that symbolise the company (Keller 1993) and its offerings. The identi-
ty promotes trust, enables differentiation (Ghodeswar 2008) and ease customers brand identi-
fication (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2010). This approach fits to the firms applying strategic sig-
nificance to brands, making the brand a strategic podium (Urde et al. 2011). Branding litera-
ture ties the behavioural brand orientation to the brand identity or to strategic brand manage-
ment (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; Kapferer 2008; Keller 2003; Urde 1999). The be-
havioural perspective stresses concrete behaviours and activities. Its multi-dimensional struc-
ture covers organisation's values, beliefs and performance towards brands (Brïdson & Evans 
2004). Brand oriented behaviours associate with the corporate identity and corporate design, 
incorporated marketing communication (Kirby & Kent 2010), measurement of brand equity, 
influence on managerial practises and entrepreneurial branding. Behavioural brand orientation 
embraces the internal anchorage of the brand identity, pointing to mission, vision and values 
(Urde et al. 2011). High level brand orientation occurs when an organisation grows from the 
core value based compiled mission, vision and organisational values (Hankinson 2000; Urde 
1994; 1997; 1999; 2003; Urde et al. 2011).  
 
The brand orientated approach sees customers important, but within the frames of internal 
brand identity. The identity plays important role while brand oriented company seeks direc-
tion for organisation's culture, behaviour and strategy. The identity concept increases an un-
derstanding of the permanent inner values (Urde 1999; Urde et al. 2011). Brand identity is 
more than a logo (de Chernatony and Dall'Olmo Riley 1997) or any visual identity component 
(Kirby & Kent 2010; Balmer & Gray 2001; 2003). Consistent, unique and relevant brand 
identity can win favouritism in the markets, add value to offer and result premium prices for 
organisations. Ideal brand identity is valuable and unique for customers, also difficult to imi-
tate. The brand becomes a competitive advantage and reveals the meaning. Thus, the compa-
ny aims to manage all the brand supportive value and meaning creating processes. The com-
pany's intention to create competitive advantage through brands leaves customer focus less 
significant. Such approach with brand competence creates the precondition for the brand to 
turn into a competitive advantage. Communicating value and meaning passionately through 
brands as symbols personifies the company (Urde 1999). Organisations and brands no doubt 
need comprehensible brand vision and identity summarised by core values of the company 
(Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; Boatwright et al. 2009; Reid et al. 2005; Urde 1999; 2003). 
The company is able to extend the internal dialog concerning the branded products, reaching 
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beyond product, technology, market, customer and competitor related issues. The manage-
ment’s role is to stimulate brand mission and vision. Brand orientation widens the operational 
perspectives and emphasises the strategic brand related goals (Urde 1999). Organisation cen-
tric brand orientation nurtures brand identity. Brand development is implemented actively 
without questioning the strategic importance of the identity (Urde 1999; Urde et al. 2011).  
 
The identity holds brands’ functional and symbolic features. Building brand trust and adjust-
ing brand identity with the psychological needs of brand supporters is beneficial. Thus, brand 
identity communicates core idea of a brand and organisational values to the stakeholders 
(Coleman et al. 2011; Ewing & Napoli 2005). A firm must decide what it represents in its 
vision. Only the implemented identity, based on companies’ core competences is credible. 
Firms’ marketing activities may even cause damage for branding and the brand identity if the 
customer needs and demands override the company's core functions and contradict the identi-
ty (Alsem 2008). Identity is a definite resource for firms. The identity offers internal focus for 
employees in addition to all-inclusive network of consumer perceptions (McDonald et al. 
2001). De Chernatony (1999) states that brand identity with uniform components engender 
strong brands. The brand identity is the core of the brand management model and directs and 
stimulates the brand building processes (Aaker & Joachminsthaler 2002). Strategic brand 
building necessitates visionary management. Brand identity strategy directs branding and 
marketing activities consistently over time (Spence & Hamzaoui Essousi 2010; Urde 2003). 
 
Brand management points to identity management also related with brand orientation (Piha & 
Avlonitis 2012). Different perspectives stress the brand management as for example, 1) wide 
overview of the brand management process 2) focus on particular elements, including distinc-
tive brand identity 3) organised brand portfolios 4) controlled brand communication and 
brand value (Ewing & Napoli 2005; Reid et al. 2005). Moreover, identity includes culture, 
aims and values that differentiate the brand. The culture is an important part of brand identity 
and modifier of the brand values. The identity represents the organisation’ core and what it 
stands for. It unifies diverse organisational goals and concerns (Balmer 2001; de Chernatony 
1999). Identity should be associated with organisational values and culture (Spence & Ham-
zaoui Essousi 2010; Urde 2003). Brand management system encloses brand creating activities 
(Hajipour et al. 2010) and enables firms to grasp brand management objectives. Organisations 
try to improve the brand management capabilities and build brand oriented organisational 
culture, hence leading to improved brand performance (Lee et al. 2008).  
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A balanced brand-customer relationship requires interactive management. Balance between 
brand identity and customer needs depends on the setup whether the strategy is focused on 
customer needs or company competences. Customers interestingly prefer brands suitable for 
their self image (Alsem 2008). The brand identity must agree with the company’s competence 
and branded goods to establish success (Boatwright et al. 2009). Brand prioritisation earns the 
integrity in relation to customer needs. The main issue is whether the core brand identity 
stands for company's strategic hub or not (Urde et al. 2011). The brand management view 
brand orientation as a strategic and operative base. Brands are seen as a hub for organisational 
processes and strategies (Gromark & Melin 2011; Louro & Cunha 2001; Urde 1999; 2003; 
2009; Urde et al. 2011). Giving brands the role of strategic resources shows attitude and the 
state of mind (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2010; Urde 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Firms' 
brand orientation level increases significantly when brand identity is given the central focus in 
strategy. Organisation’s competence is shown in the ability to nurture the brands as strategic 
resources (Urde 1999; 2003; 2009; Hankinson 2002; Merrilees 2005; Wong & Merrilees 
2008). The meaning of identity grows when the organisation’s goals, values and positioning 
are articulated through brands (Urde 1999). Successful brand development relies greatly on 
the brand strategy. Management is responsible for creating the critical brand meaning to back 
up the strategy. Brand management certainly is an important part of core competence (Gro-
mark 2011; Urde 1999). Yet, successful brand development calls for right attitude from entire 
organisation towards brand management (Stride & Lee 2007).  
 
A brand oriented organisation values the identity as a key element in comprehending the long-
term inner values. Companies in this category must continually reflect upon the created sym-
bols with meaning. Interpreting the brands correctly is crucial since their meaning occurs par-
ticularly in a social context (Urde 1999). Tilley (1999) sees brands embrace social responsi-
bilities and have inspirational roles, while the external respect is achieved through positive 
beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours. Brands would lose significance and symbolic value 
in isolated environment. There is obvious need for being part of social context (Urde 1999).  
 
The brand identity holds unique and valuable brand associations. These associations embrace 
organisational brand promise to customers. The value proposal may engage functional, emo-
tional and self-expressive advantages. Besides associations, the companies attempt to create 
brands with strong name consciousness (Alsem & Kostelijik 2008). The brand building re-
mains insufficient without a clearly defined and coherent brand identity. The brand position-
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ing on its behalf supports specification and prioritisation of brand identity by setting up com-
municative objectives. The idea is to convey a message that differentiates the brand and ap-
peals attractive to the target groups. The challenge is to win the customers' minds, modify 
their perceptions, stabilise attitudes and form customer relationships. This is implemented by 
providing a value proposition with functional, emotional or spontaneous benefits or by adding 
trustworthiness for promoted brands. Moreover, brand identity necessitates clear picture of 
customers, competitors and business field. Proper brand communication and nurturing the 
identity are required to fully utilise and protect the brand. The identity is reflected in the strat-
egy. It represents what the brand stands for (Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002, 27; 40: 43). 
 
2.5 Bridging the cultural and behavioural perspectives  
 
Brands have two main roles: 1) Functional attributes point to what the brand does and 2) 
brands’ symbolic values refer to what the brand stands for (Apaydin 2011). Companies must 
adjust into set of objective, social, cultural and behavioural aspects in the business environ-
ment. Cultural approach structures behavioural dynamics, for instance, brand repositioning, 
brand orientation, marketing strategy and overall marketing management (Gotsi & Wilson 
2001; Wong & Merrilees 2007). Adjusting employee behaviour with the brand's values, the 
culture and behaviour is more problematic than creating visual identity, as people are more 
complex than graphics (Gotsi & Wilson 2001). The brand strength derives from the firm's 
internal culture, but true market effect relies on its conversion to concrete actions (Baumgarth 
2010; Homburg & Pflesser 2000). The culture effects on how customers perceive a brand 
through marketing message (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; 2010; Gotsi & Wilson 2001). Man-
agement's role is decisive in renovating organisational culture (Wong & Merrilees 2005) to 
adjust attitudinal and behavioural chance to support the preferred brand identity (Hankinson 
2012). Thus, culture has power to shape attitudes and the organisations (Zabid et al. 2004).  
 
According to Baumgarth (2010) both originally market orientation based behavioural and 
cultural perspectives fit into the branding context. The behavioural perspective (Kohli & Ja-
worski 1990) portrays the construct in the form of concrete behaviours, whereas the cultural 
perspective (Narver & Slater 1990) focuses on more organisational viewpoint. The philoso-
phical business orientation perspective is aligned with the market orientation perspective de-
scribed by Deshpande & Webster (1989) that suggest a firm to become market oriented, the 
customer is perceived central in the firm’s strategy and activities. The different approaches 
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stress the importance of whether a company's orientation is implemented using combined out-
come of values, attitudes and behaviours. As the two foundations of the marketing orientation 
concept are interrelated, both the company's culture and the behaviour must be adjusted ac-
cordingly to construct marketing orientation (Avlonitis & Gounaris 1999; Gonzales-Benito & 
Gonzales-Benito 2005). Marketing management is obligated to monitor the effect of an or-
ganisational values and beliefs on market performance. Emphasis may vary as some may fo-
cus on satisfying on customer needs or alternatively on stakeholders interests in terms of prof-
it maximisation (Deshpande & Webster 1989). Organisational culture implies to the structure 
of shared values and beliefs (Zabid et al. 2004) enabling individuals to understand organisa-
tional functions and follow the behavioural norms (Carrillat et al. 2004; Harris & de Cher-
natony 2001; O'Cass & Ngo 2007b). Culture is thus related to the causality that members as-
sign to organisational functions. The management uses the culture as a tool to imply strategy 
and direction, besides making culture and strategy to function as complimentary elements to 
each other (Deshpande & Webster 1989). Lacking the behavioural aspect, organisations may 
fail to live up distinctive and reputable brand values (Hankinson 2000). 
 
The brand is comprehend as an orientation when it is used as central element to direct the 
strategy (Hankinson 2001a; 2002); therefore, the entire organisation, including employees 
must realise the brand's meaning and value. Brand orientation corresponds to the capability, 
manifested in culture and specific characteristics along with brand’s distinctive and functional 
roles at a behavioural phase (Evans et al. 2012). Brand oriented organisations value the organ-
isation as a brand, aligned with consistent actions and attitudes with the brand. This way or-
ganisation's activities are progressing and empowering branded products and services to pur-
sue competitive advantage (Urde 1994; 1999). Eventually, such philosophy leads to positive 
performance outcomes (Hankinson 2001b). More behavioral approaches focus on the imple-
mented behaviors and activities (e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Urde 1994; 1999). Hankinson 
(2001a; 2002) stress more a philosophical approach. Hankinson (2001b) found that brand ori-
entation comprises dominant factor above six weaker factors. Hankinson (2001a) distin-
guished that brand orientation covers four dimensions: 1) understanding the brand, 2) com-
municating the brand, 3) the brand as a strategic resource and 4) active and purposeful brand 
management. Hankinson (2002) further modifies the concept by focusing on the brand rooted 
in the organisation’s thinking manifested in the organisational values (Evans et al. 2012). 
Similarly, Brïdson & Mavondo (2002) sees that implementing cultural and behavioural brand 
orientations as a combined construct supports bridging the gap between philosophical theory 
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and managerial practice. It is important to determine the extent to which firms adopt certain 
values and practices. Also Brïdson & Evans (2004) agree that brand orientation can occur as a 
multidimensional construct covering the organisation’s values, beliefs, behaviours and prac-
tices towards brands. Ewing & Napoli (2005) developed a brand orientation measurement 
system in non-profit sector, including both the cultural and behavioural aspects giving thought 
to both functional elements and symbolic components of a brand. Their findings suggest that 
brand image has a vital role in shaping stakeholder's attitudes and actions. The importance of 
creating a suitable brand identity is clearly increasing as well as building a brand trust aligned 
with the brand identity. Hence, organisations can exercise the brand in communicating organ-
isational values to stakeholders, adjust public opinion, build trust, realise its objectives 
(Hankinson 2002; Simões & Dibb 2001) and eventually increase profits (Hankinson 2001b).  
 
Preceding discussions have described brand orientation from two separate perspectives, origi-
nally based on the cultural and behavioural foundation of market orientation. The question is 
whether the cultural and behavioural approaches are separate constructs or are forming aggre-
gate construct without separation. It is reasonable to argue that brand orientation is an aggre-
gate construct, involving both cultural and behavioural perspectives. Based to the theory, col-
lective implementation of both approaches is justified. However, according to Evans et al. 
(2012) clearness on the topic of brand orientation is still required.  
 
2.6 The need for brand management in the SME framework  
 
SMEs constitute majority of all businesses (Berthon et al. 2008; Majocchi et al. 2005) and 
contribute significantly to the economic growth and employment (Lappalainen & Niskanen 
2012; Rosenbusch et al. 2011; Philip 2011; Sousa & Aspinwall 2010; Walker et al. 2007; 
Wong & Aspinwall 2004). SMEs are enterprises with less than 250 employees and an annual 
turnover highest 50€ million, and/or an annual balance sheet not over 43€ million. SMEs def-
inition formed by the EU Commission uses headcount and annual turnover to categorise firms 
to (Horan et al. 2011; Sousa & Aspinwall 2010) to micro (<10; < €2 million), small (<50; < 
€10 million) and medium sized (< 250; < €50 million) enterprises (European Commission 
2012). In Finland, lone 0.2 % of all the companies are large, employing at least 250 people. 




The branding literature acknowledges the importance of branding in the SME context, (Horan 
et al. 2011) although SME brand management is not widely researched topic as brand re-
search has focused on big businesses (Spence & Hamzaoui Essoussi 2010; Berthon et al. 
2008). The public generally associates branding with the big businesses with pricy advertis-
ing, incompatible to SME context (Merrilees 2007). SME marketing and brand management 
are mainly based to marketing concepts (Wong & Merrilees 2005). SME marketing theory is 
narrow and relies on the classical big businesses marketing models (Simpson et al. 2006). 
 
Most SMEs are owner managed (Anderson & Eshima 2011; O'Regan et al. 2005; Philip 2011; 
Walker et al. 2007). Their unique features, management style and marketing differ to large 
firms (Berthon et al. 2008; Reijonen & Laukkanen 2010; Strüker & Gille 2010; Wong & Mer-
rilees 2005). Limited resources complicate brand building (Opoku et al. 2007). SMEs cannot 
afford mistakes as major brands (Gilmore et al. 2001; Horan et al. 2011; Keller 2003; O'Re-
gan et al. 2005). Their marketing differs to theories appearing impulsive and disorganised 
(Gabrielli & Balboni 2010; Gilmore et al. 2001; Reijonen 2010). Fast decision making, flat 
structure and flexibility are clear marketing advantages (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Ha-
Brookshire 2009; Krake 2005; Philip 2011; Sousa & Aspinwall 2010) besides visible man-
agement, easy flowing communication and unified culture and behaviour (Sousa & Aspinwall 
2010; Yusof & Aspinwall 2000). 
 
Holistic brand management is critical success factor (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Dall'Olmo 
Riley & de Chernatony 2000; de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). The management must com-
prehend the specific SME branding characteristics. Consequently, firms gain increased sus-
tainable value, differentiation and the growth (Horan et al. 2011; Ojasalo et al. 2008). Never-
theless, SMEs largely neglect daily brand management routines (Krake 2005; Opoku et al. 
2007) albeit brand strategy suits small firms, too (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007). As a result, 
weak managerial competencies cause failures (Walker et al. 2007). SMEs could benefit by 
combined strategic management and marketing activities. Firms’ brand understanding is fairly 
narrow, limited to advertising or the brand names and logos and generally lacks dynamics. 
Face-to-face interactions appear critical marketing activity mode. Acquiring customers in 
wide scale is difficult. Promotional activities are limited because of the personal customer 
interactions take time. SMEs though show interest in branding (Opoku et al. 2007) when the 
business turn stable and resources allow such progress (Wong & Merrilees 2005). Many 
SMEs may not count themselves a brand. Especially entrepreneurial branding is considered 
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unrealistic (Merrilees 2007). Limited chances to train employees slow down the brand devel-
opment (Sousa & Apinwall 2010).  
 
The entrepreneur is a clear decision maker (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Gilmore et al. 2001; 
Reijonen et al. 2012a; Reijonen 2008). A tied control without allocated responsibility may 
turn disadvantageous (Liu 1995; Sousa & Aspinwall 2010). They get involved in numerous 
organisational functions (Keller 2003; Krake 2005; Reijonen et al. 2012a) beginning from 
simple routine tasks. SMEs hardly rely on external specialists. Common resource limitations 
(Rosenbusch et al. 2011) cause survival mentality. Strategic planning appears incomplete as 
the management style in each company is unique and personal (Berthon et al. 2008). Finan-
cial growth matters, except SMEs may set the long-term survival as priority (Brush & Cha-
ganti 1999). Entrepreneurs own general skills instead of narrow expertise (Gabrielli & Bal-
boni 2010; Gilmore et al. 2001) giving them broad perspective to deal with problems (Sousa 
& Apinwall 2010; Yusof & Aspinwall 2000). Resource limited SMEs (Ha-Brookshire 2009; 
Walker et al. 2007; Wincent 2005) must act effectively and focus selectively on brands (Kel-
ler 2003; Krake 2005). Limited budgets do not prevent creative brand management and lever-
age full brand potential. The main issue is to find the best fitting management principles and 
practices for SMEs (Berthon et al. 2008).  
 
SMEs brand development may face obstacles. Branding concept is seen as a part of product 
(Urde 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2008), instead of a strategic foundation. Particularly SMEs 
have fewer capabilities to utilise branding which may explain the preference of product cen-
tric approach and seeing immediate financial growth at least equally imperative with the long-
term branding efforts (Krake 2005; Ojasalo et al. 2008). Companies therefore struggle to exe-
cute the branding mantra as a base of the marketing strategy; hence, implementation of the 
brand orientation stagnates to the existing barriers. Overcoming the mindset that branding is 
only optional and costly investment increases the level of brand orientation; therefore, com-
panies should launce new policies to diminish such harmful convictions and activities slowing 
the brand development (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Busy daily activities distract brand build-
ing, leaving management out of time to solve brand issues (Berthon et al. 2008; Gilmore et al. 
2001: Wong & Merrilees 2005). Branding is often considered minor issue, insignificant for 




Brand reputation is SMEs’ key long-term resources (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Tuominen 
et al. 2009; Párdányi et al. 2010). This intangible resource is difficult to imitate. Reputation 
generates competitive advantage and elevates financial performance (Anderson & Yoshihiro 
2011; Inglis et al. 2006). Reputation delivers to profitability through increased sales volumes, 
premium prices and lower costs. It facilitates maintaining customers (Inglis et al. 2006; Rob-
erts & Dowling 2002; Dowling 2006) and secures the demand (Kapferer 2008, 24). Hence, 
brand loyalty and reputation are improved through satisfied customers (Crain 2010; Hellier et 
al. 2003; M’zungu et al. 2009). Firm’s financial reputation has positive influence on profita-
bility and profitability further improves firm reputation. Positive reputation also lays ground 
for future performance and its maintenance (Roberts & Dowling 2002; Dowling 2006). Per-
sonnel’s role and management skills are vital in improving firm efficiency (Wong & Mer-
rilees 2005). SMEs must create a brand that symbolises the company under suitable culture to 
secure growth (Horan et al. 2011). The brand building is progressing when employees are 
participating in creation of desired brand identity. They get emotionally attached to the firm. 
Through enhanced loyalty and efficiency also customer loyalty increases (Crain 2010). In 
addition, SMEs characteristically network (Wincent 2005). Members benefit from the shared 
resources (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007) that improve marketing efforts and performance. At 
times complex networks are nonetheless economical options for SMEs (Gilmore et al. 2001).  
 
The need of brand orientation among SMEs is evident. Brand orientation guides firms to 
achieve various growth goals (Reijonen et al. 2012a; Wong & Merrilees 2005). Incorporated 
marketing communication, brand orientation and market orientation assign that high level 
market orientation accordingly elevates brand orientation (Reid et al. 2005; Mulyanegara 
2011a; Reijonen et al. 2012a). The customer is the main link between these concepts since 
brand orientation conveys the market orientated long-term objectives into a set of activities. In 
the SME context, the critical factor connecting the two constructs is the owner-manager who 
frequently represents the core of the firm (Reid et al. 2005; Reijonen et al. 2012a). 
 
Firms with higher level of brand orientation search for strategic brand and marketing related 
performance benefits, as for example, competitive positioning and brand distinctiveness, gen-
erally found problematic issues for SME branding. SMEs certainly have true opportunities 
make use of branding. Particularly the brand orientation differentiates the declining, stable 
and growing firms. Brand orientation in growing SMEs was found significantly higher. They 
also show more customer orientation and inter-functional cooperation (Reijonen et al. 2012a). 
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The results support the suggestions of Urde (1994) and Wong & Merrilees (2005) that brand 
orientation has a significant role in guiding SMEs growth (Reijonen et al. 2012a). SMEs with 
stronger market and brand orientations own stronger brands than firms with lower orientation 
towards markets and brand building. Brand performance elevates image and reputation, and 
increases brand awareness and brand loyalty. Brand building calls for elevated attention since 
brands are strategically important assets (O'Cass & Grace 2004; O'Cass & Ngo 2007b) the 
companies can utilise to gain competitive advantage (Tuominen et al. 2009). 
 
Wong & Merrilees (2005) sees that well implemented brand oriented strategy delivers suc-
cess. SMEs' market planning and implementation is eased with the distinctive brand, particu-
larly with the corporate strategy based on the brand. Firms may outperform their competitors 
through brand oriented strategy in achieving growth and expansion. As a result, potential out-
comes are the marketing edge to rivalries and success in long run. Brand-marketing perform-
ance points to the brand strategy outcomes in reaching competitive advantage over the rivalry. 
Financial value, brand equity, Keller's (2000) brand report card or the brand building process 
offer bases to explore the performance. Owing to brands complexity, using numerous meas-
urement dimensions measures the performance better. The emphasis is to measure firm’s suc-
cess outcomes. Traditional measurement characteristics can be named as brand awareness, 
products or services quality, repeated patronage and brand image. Strategic features hold 
competitive advantage, evaluated overall marketing strategy and the reputation (Wong & 
Merrilees 2005). For example, Berthon et al. (2008) found major differences between small 
and large firms in using Keller’s brand report card.  
 
Wong & Merrilees (2005) identified three branding archetypes: 1) minimalist, 2) embryonic 
and 3) integrated brand orientation. Brand orientation and brand distinctiveness are the lowest 
at the first level. Survival stresses the short-term focused SMEs. Brand orientation is shad-
owed by regular daily activities. Firms struggle against brand barriers. In the second level, 
firms own deeper level marketing and business insights.  Marketing activities are substantial. 
Competitive advantages and competitive positioning are better realised. Brand orientation 
occurs higher, yet limited. Branding is optional instead of critical success element. Firms in 
the last ladder understand the competitive advantage and distinctiveness the best. Branding 
plays greater role. The brand is embedded deeper to the marketing strategy. These firms show 














Figure 2. Ladder of branding archetypes (Wong & Merrilees 2005). 
 
Figure 2 portrays the relationship of the archetypes and brand-marketing performance. The 
ladder explains the success level of brand marketing performance. The performance level in-
creases from "minimalist" to the "integrated" level of brand orientation. 
 
2.7 Firm characteristics 
 
SMEs have unique characteristics (Reijonen et al. 2012b; Reijonen 2010), diverse to big 
business (Ha-Brookshire 2009; Lüneborg & Nielsen 2003; O'Regan et al. 2005). Firm charac-
teristics can play decisive moderating role (Lin & Lu 2011) on SMEs success (Philip 2011). 
Entrepreneurs as role models personify the firms. SMEs' identity reflects the owner’s person-
ality (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Runyan et al. 2008). Characteristics include ownership, 
management, employee attitudes and behaviour (Walker et al. 2007), customers and markets 
besides the unique external and internal environment (Sousa & Aspinwall 2010; Wong & As-
pinwall 2004). Ownership and decision-making are critical drivers of SME performance. The 
performance and ownership also force each other. Performance objectives are frequently 
based on financial criteria (O'Regan et al. 2005). The owners' central role and simple firm 
structure ease the decision making. Imprecise planning features SMEs (Strüker & Gille 2010), 
but enthusiastic owner performance naturally benefits firms (Brush & Chaganti 1999).  
 
Industry type is a substantial explanatory variable (Lee et al. 2012; Whiting & Woodcock 
2011) with major impact on firm performance (Luo & Park 2001), yet it may limit firms' stra-
tegic choices (Brush & Chaganti 1999). Product branding with longest research tradition dif-
fers from other branding types (e.g. Ahonen 2008; de Chernatony & Dall'Olmo Riley 1999; 
Marquardt et al. 2011; O'Cass & Grace 2003; 2004; de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). 
Branding is shifting towards service branding or similar in nature, corporate branding (Aho-
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nen 2008; Balmer 2001; Hatch & Schultz 2001; 2003 Harris & de Chernatony 2001; McDon-
ald et al. 2001). Service economies develop fast (O'Cass & Grace 2003). Firm strategies can 
no longer rely on product range or stable markets. Product branding embraces customer prior-
ities and behaviours. This universal concept detects easily approved broad subjects (Balmer & 
Gray 2003; Xie & Boggs 2006). A customer centric approach may fall short. Brand orientated 
approach is fine alternative for such firms (Urde 1999). Service and product brands vary 
(Baumgarth2010; de Chernatony & Dall'Olmo Riley 1998; 1999; Hirvonen et al. 2011; 
McDonald et al. 2001), same as SME brand building. Diverse brand elements are required 
(Ojasalo et al. 2008). Service firm itself is a brand, not a product (Berry 2000). Their nature is 
more complex (O'Cass & Grace 2004). Product branding relies on individual products while 
service firms must decide whether the corporate identity or a specific product is the base for 
band building (McDonald et al. 2001). Product branding though awards various advantages. 
Firm image is better protected under a product based strategy, if a lone brand fails (McDonald 
et al. 2001; Xie & Boggs 2006). Flexibility highlights product branding. Firms positioning 
and applying diverse market segments is easier (Knox & Bickerton 2003; Xie & Boggs 2006).  
 
Product branding development has been labelled by the creation of added value around the 
product or service to achieve differentiation in the market through brand image, brand posi-
tioning and brand identity (Ahonen 2008; Knox & Bickerton 2003). Product brand manage-
ment has gradually influenced the organisation behind the brand and its role in producing fi-
nancial value (Knox & Bickerton 2003). Performance based product brands call for creative-
ness over product modifications to succeed. Product attributes and benefits usually differenti-
ate the branded products (Keller 2003, 645; 647). Maintaining product differentiation is chal-
lenging (Glynn 2010; de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003; Martenson 2007), owing to imita-
tion, homogenised products, complex markets and fragmented market segments and sophisti-
cated customers (Hatch & Schultz 2003). Competitors can easily replicate products unlike 
services. Successful service brand is arguably the most permanent advantage in differentiation 
(de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). Therefore, the product brand strategy may prove to be 
incompetent. Product branding initiates individual brand identity for each product. The brand 
imagery varies; firms may hold several product brands, whereas under the corporate branding 
strategy, the brand and corporate name are identical (Xie & Boggs 2006). Product branding 
concentrates on regular marketing communications. Short product life cycles cause short-term 
orientation. Firms typically follow functional business orientation approach (Hatch & Schultz 
2003). There is no need to apply complex firm level branding (Hatch & Schultz 2001). Brand 
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performance is principally assessed through financial and product based measures (Louro & 
Cunha 2001). Product focus and financial orientated short-term issues over the long-term 
branding efforts often signify the SME sector (Krake 2005; Ojasalo et al. 2008) causing prob-
lems for branding strategies (de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). 
 
Definitions may fail to differentiate product and service brands, unlike the strategy (de Cher-
natony & Dall'Olmo Riley 1999). Focus placed on stakeholders, particularly on employees, 
makes the service branding strategies different (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001). A brand 
includes a promise for customers (Alsem & Kostelijik 2008; Marquardt et al. 2011). It suits 
particularly well for heterogenic services brands (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003; Horan 
et al. 2011). A brand replaces the missing tangible aspect. The firm is the primary brand and 
the identity is based on the organisation itself, which differentiates the service branding from 
product branding (Simões & Dibb 2001). The idea in service context is to develop a band 
with personality that will find awareness and favour in the markets (Dall'Olmo Riley & de 
Chernatony 2000) since services cannot rely on product attributes in creating meaning for 
brand (Marquardt et al. 2011). A lone product view tends to neglect the intangible brand as-
pects (Jevons 2005). Service brands are intangible in nature whereas the manufacturer brands 
appear more tangible (Berry 2000; de Chernatony & Dall'Olmo Riley 1998; Grace & O'Cass 
2005; McDonald et al. 2001). Intangibleness makes the traditional marketing 4Ps irrelevant in 
the service context (Dibb & Simkin 1993). Service brands holds set of functional and emo-
tional values created by firms and the way customers perceive them (de Chernatony & 
Dall'Olmo Riley 1999; de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). The level of trust increases and 
the perceived risk factors decrease through strong brands (Hellier et al. 2003) as customers 
can better comprehend the intangible offerings (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Berry 2000).  
 
In routine purchases people tend to rely on habits (Dibb & Simkin 1993; Wong & Merrilees). 
Intangible service aspect may occur problematic in identification process, emphasising the 
importance to invest in branding. Consistent and appropriate message about services creates 
trust and lowers the perceived risk in consumers' minds. Services cannot be stockpiled or ob-
tained, but are experienced. Contact based relationships between customers and personnel are 
vital and make service marketing challenging without tangible product aspect (Dibb & Simkin 
1993). Motivated people with correct attitude and high service quality are vital in service sec-
tor. Personnel's understanding and commitment to the brand and the brand values designate 
the success of service brands. Superior performance is a consequence of trained and enthusi-
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astic employees (de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). The performance is bettered when employ-
ees understand the organisational values. Employees feel better and as a result, deliver better 
services (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). Service branding must detain the living repre-
sentation of the brand. The intangible service characteristics necessitate elevated attention, 
since their dependence on the service experience through employees. Securing consistent 
standards to meet the high quality expectations is challenging. An organisation-wide sensitivi-
ty is essential. Product branding traditionally holds internal quality based value delivery sys-
tem hidden by consumers whereas the service brands interrelate with customers through open 
brand value delivery system (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001; de Chernatony & Cottam 
2006). A brand appears tangible to customers through proper employee behaviour (Abimbola 
& Vallaster 2007). Leaders acting as role models convince employees about the brand’s sig-
nificance (de Chernatony & Cottam 2006; Wong & Merrilees 2007; Hankinson 2012).  
 
Service and product brands differ in the number of contacts with stakeholders. Increased at-
tention is required to enable efficient internal and external communication. Failure to pass 
concise band message may harm the brand while interacting with stakeholders (de Cherna-
tony & Segal-Horn 2003). On the whole, strong service brands are built on the superb ser-
vices and employees’ interaction with customers (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003). The 
characteristics of labour intense service sector emphasised by marketers’ behaviour, decisions 
and attitudes makes the services marketing different to marketing manufactured goods (Rei-
jonen et. al 2012b). Given that services rely on the organisation's culture, employees' skills 
and mindsets makes brand building and maintenance challenging (de Chernatony & Segal-
Horn 2003). This unique concept with intrinsic service characteristics serves as a base for 
sustainable competitive advantage (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003; Dibb & Simkin 1993; 
Horan etal. 2011; McDonald et al. 2001). Altogether, more attention must be paid to internal 
questions compared to product branding (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001).  
 
Firm size is significant explanatory variable in analysing firm characteristics (Lin & Lu 2011; 
O'Regan & Ghobadian 2004; Whiting & Woodcock 2011). Size based on turnover, employee 
number or profit level is used to evaluate firm performance (Cliff 1998; Reijonen 2008; Win-
cent 2005). SMEs generally perceive the turnover and growth vital marketing goal (Krake 
2005; Ojasalo et al. 2008; Runyan et al. 2008). Firm size exhibits various performance effects 
(Brush & Chaganti 1999; Majumdar 1997; Zahra et al. 2000). The size holds resource ad-
vantages that support competition and enhance product performance (Gatignon & Xuereb 
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1997; Narver & Slater 1990). In addition, size affects many organisational characteristics, 
including culture, which strongly impacts the overall performance (Chow et al. 2003). Large 
firms are better able to utilise economies of scale and execute the operations to generate supe-
rior performance. Alternatively, large size may cause ineffectiveness and lower performance 
(Majumdar 1997). Small firm size may slow the firm performance. Flexibility and respon-
siveness alternatively enhance the performance (Brush & Chaganti 1999). González-Benito et 
al. (2009) relate size positively to sales and market share, also to performance measured as 
value of market position and success of new product. Lappalainen & Niskanen (2012) suggest 
that size is closely related to profitability. Lüneborg & Nielsen (2003) argues that size pro-
vides opportunities, but it does not systematically predict superior firm performance. Alt-
hough complexity is connected to firm size, it can serve as a moderator. 
 
Large size increases market power (Majumdar 1997) and provides economic opportunities. 
Adequate strategies and actions are yet required to achieve goals (Lüneborg & Nielsen 2003). 
Greater size usually entails greater resources (Liu 1995; Xie & Boggs 2006) and facilitates 
cooperation resulting trust among network partners (Wincent 2005). The size is important for 
SMEs’ since firms' ability to bind resources, maintain costs and cope with risks varies notably 
to large firms. Larger size also facilitates market entry (Xie & Boggs 2006). Due to small size 
or newness, firms’ risk to fail increases (Lee et al. 2012). Although both small and large firms 
find branding beneficial (Merrilees 2005), the approach to branding appears different, materi-
alised for instance in size and resources (Abimbola & Kocak 2007; Gilmore et al. 2001). In-
stead of growth, entrepreneurs may prefer to maintain firm size at manageable level (Párdányi 
et al. 2010) to better control the firm, make a reasonable living, find satisfaction and devote 
enough time to the firm and private life (Cliff 1998; Reijonen 2008; Runyan et al. 2008). 
Glancey (1998), state that uncontrolled growth could affect profits negatively. Firm size may 
remain small if entrepreneurs are satisfied with lower profitability and non-economic benefits.  
 
In the absence of sales figures, the employee number may substitute the annual turnover size 
(Chow et al. 2003). The employee number classifies SMEs (O'Regan & Ghobadian 2004). 
They range from owner based enterprises to larger, up to 249 employing firms. Subsequently, 
marketing ideas and practices differ subjected on the size (Reijonen et al. 2012b; Reijonen 
2010). Large SMEs likely own organised marketing activities, though firms regardless of size 
commonly encompass business plans and marketing budgets (Simpson et al. 2006). Literature 
generally supports the positive relationship between the firm size and brand reputation. Cus-
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tomers may use the firm size as quality judgments since evaluating service quality may prove 
difficult (Dall'Olmo Riley & de Chernatony 2000). The findings of Baumgarth (2010) found 
supports that the SMEs' brand orientation is weaker compared to the larger firms. O'Regan & 
Ghobadian (2004) found firm size based employee number greatly supportive factor in em-
phasising performance among larger SMEs. Wincent (2005) found a large size has a positive 
effect on SMEs performance. 
 
Firm age is a noticeable characteristic and theoretically meaningful moderator on measuring 
performance (Anderson & Yoshihiro 2011; Lin & Lu 2011; Rosenbusch et al. 2011), assessed 
by the number of years in business (Lin & Lu 2011; Runyan et al. 2008; Simpson et al. 2006). 
Age relates with marketing performance (Zahra et al. 2000; Xie & Boggs 2006) and firm per-
formance (Brush & Chaganti 1999; Loderer & Waelchli 2009; Luo & Park 2001; Zahra et al. 
2000). One year market experience may not count much for an old firm but makes major dif-
ference for a younger firm (Majocchi et al. 2005). First business years are complex. Older 
firms advance over younger ones due to established routines that facilitate business processes 
(Anderson & Eshima 2011) and higher performance reliability developed with age (Hender-
son 1999). Firms may alternatively face aging problems (Glancey 1998), perhaps fail to re-
spond to the markets and get stuck in rigid rules. Older firms may follow standardised rou-
tines instead of adapting to new circumstances. Younger firms usually own more flexible 
structures. They utilise new knowledge and adjust to competitive environments (Anderson & 
Eshima 2011). Primarily, firms must operate according to their capacities (Autio et al. 2000) 
and match their resources and competence with the competitive environment (Thornhill & 
Amit 2003). Majumdar (1997) sees older experienced firms benefit from learning advantages 
and are less affected from the liabilities of newness (Autio et al. 2000) and consequently gain 
superior performance. However, newness offers unique opportunities for young firms. SMEs 
though suffer from a liability of newness (Lee et al. 2012; Rosenbusch et al. 2011). Older 
firms may suffer inertia and inflexibility shown in slow response to altering circumstances. 
Younger and responsive firms may perform even better (Majumdar 1997).  
 
Age is also used to explain firm's ability to transform entrepreneurial strategies to perfor-
mance benefits (Anderson & Yoshihiro 2011; Rosenbusch et al. 2011). Young firms without 
a clear strategic purpose exhibit undisciplined strategic decisions. Lack of market knowledge, 
established business processes and organizational norms may cause behavioural faults that 
deteriorate the performance (Anderson & Yoshihiro 2011). According to Loderer & Waelchli 
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(2009) young firms perform better at early stage. The age increasingly weakens performance 
in terms of increased costs, lower profits and sales figures. Firms may function in old and 
unappealing industries resulting lower performance. In turn, age with experiences may in-
crease sales growth (Autio et al. 2000). Firm age and profitability or growth may relate posi-
tively if older firms gain from economies of scale through experience. Reputation effects may 
also cause higher sales margins. Older firms' obsolete routines may affect negatively to profit-
ability (Glancey 1998). Simpson et al. (2006) found younger SMEs more enthusiastic of im-
plementing marketing practices and principles with energetic business plans. Older firms were 
less conscious of the marketing advantages and even considered marketing efforts trouble-
some. External stakeholders had stronger influence on younger firms' business plans. The 
reason marketing activities differ with age imply that marketing development slows down 
over time. Many SMEs believe in marketing after achieving a certain size or turnover. In ad-
dition, marketing was found suitable when the competitive environment required a more seri-
ous strategic approach and the firms had enough resources to invest in marketing. Several 
owner-managers considered marketing expensive and ineffective (Simpson et al. 2006). 
Young firms generally suffer the absence of financial and marketing management (Thornhill 
& Amit 2003) and resource scarcity (Henderson 1999). 
 
Firm resources. Successful brand development necessitates unique resources (Gaur et al. 
2011) and faith in the branding concept (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Environment, age and size 
all matters but the ability to utilise limited resources matters the most (Thornhill & Amit 
2003). Superior firm resources are ultimate assets (Langerak 2003) critical to firms’ survival 
(Thornhill & Amit 2003). Properly utilised resources strengthen the market power that further 
converts to superior performance (Gaur et al. 2011; Gatignon & Xuereb 1997) and sustainable 
competitive advantage (Anderson & Eshima 2011; Lee et al. 2012; Galbreath 2005). Re-
sources refer to assets or capabilities. Firms may own tangible financial or physical assets 
shown in balance-sheet and intangible resources or capabilities. Intangible assets contain 
skills, intellectual property, organisational and reputational assets, including brand identity 
(Anderson & Eshima 2011; Galbreath 2005). SMEs' tangible resource disadvantage is emi-
nent (Thornhill & Amit 2003). Small firms have traditionally focused on tangible resources, 
although interest in the intangible assets is increasing (Anderson & Eshima 2011; O'Regan & 
Ghobadian 2004). These valuable hard to copy resources facilitate the survival of firms (Lee 
et al. 2012). SMEs often lack distinctive capabilities that combine assets. Such intangible ca-
pabilities occur in organisational behaviour and activities (Langerak 2003). SMEs resources 
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are limited (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Ahonen 2008; O'Regan et al. 2005; Walker et al. 
2007) compared to large firms (Berthon et al. 2008; Gaur et al. 2011; Krake 2005; Liu 1995 
Lüneborg & Nielsen 2003). Limitations such as finances, time, information and know-how, 
(Gilmore et al. 2001; Horan et al. 2011; Reijonen & Laukkanen 2010; Wong & Merrilees 
2005) in addition to lack of market power (Gabrielli & Balboni 2010; Wincent 2005) and hu-
man resources (Brush & Chaganti 1999; Sousa & Aspinwall 2010) makes the branding less 
effective. SMEs fall short in brand development and invest less in branding (Wong & Mer-
rilees 2005; 2008; Ojasalo et al. 2008; Keller 2003). Consequently, firms brand orientation is 
influenced negatively resulting lower level brand performance and firm performance (Rei-
jonen et al. 2012a; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Competitive markets though force SMEs to in-
vest in branding strategies that firms may become more noticeable and thus increase sales 
(Horan et al. 2011). 
 
Owners and managers often do not fully understand the concept of brand management. It is 
necessary to examine the brands' exact role of branding to enable managers to resolve the ob-
stacles (e.g. Krake 2005; Ojasalo et al. 2008; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Individual entrepre-
neur often represent the brand, builds relationships and is in charge of practises (Gilmore et 
al. 2001), confirming the entrepreneur's central role in brand building (Krake 2005; Ojasalo et 
al. 2008). Owing to lack of resources, SME firms must concentrate on effectiveness (Mer-
rilees 2007) and exercise creativeness to capture consumers' attention (Keller 2003, 752). 
Moreover, SMEs legitimacy often falls short compared to larger firms (Gaur et al. 2011) and 
they do not own a "share of voice" which further limits the brand development (Opoku et al. 
2007; Wong & Merrilees 2005). Krake (2005) notices that brand building is vital for SMEs 
business growth, but the sales are frequently favoured over the branding. In order to compen-
sate the resource needs, SMEs can alternatively build just one or two strong brands; thus, fo-
cus on only a few brand associations, incorporate brand and marketing components, ensure 
reasonable policies and consistent communication; associate entrepreneur with the brand and 
show passion in brand (Keller 2003; Krake 2005).  
 
Business type. Brand management has traditionally focused on B2C marketing (Roberts & 
Merrilees 2007), even if academic studies have emphasised branding benefits in B2B context. 
Brand management in marketing strategies has been minor, although the interest of research-
ers and managers on B2B branding and brand management is increasing (Baumgarth 2010). 
Leek & Christodoulides (2011) mention that lack of consistent academic theory is apparent. 
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Managers thus lack practical guidelines. However, through brand development strategies B2B 
brands mature in competitive brands. Buyers' confidence and satisfaction in purchase decision 
increases. The brand also lowers the perceived risk and uncertainty. Despite of benefits, 
branding is not widely practised among B2B companies. According to Ballantyne & Aitken 
(2007), B2B marketers should invest exclusively in branding opportunities.  
 
Differences are evident even if B2B brands share similar attributes and strategies with B2C 
brands (Ahonen 2008; Marquardt et al. 2011). B2B branding mechanisms and strategies are 
more complex (Roberts & Merrilees 2007; Vallaster & Lindgreen 2011). B2B buyers are 
fewer but larger; customers are more geographically concentrated; final consumer demand 
dictates the B2B buyer demand; demand is more flexible, less affected of the short-term price 
fluctuation and the overall purchasing activities are more formal in nature (Kotler & Arm-
strong 2001, 212). The decision making is overall more serious and critical process (Reijonen 
& Laukkanen 2010). B2C branding relies on emotional appeals whereas B2B branding is 
more logical and rational. Personal relationships play greater role. Outstanding customer ser-
vice through service interaction and used goods are true branding opportunities for B2B firms 
(Ballantyne & Aitken 2007). In the B2B-sector, both market and brand success depends large-
ly on the interaction of the organisation's labour force (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009) and how 
they communicate and interact with the customer (Baumgarth 2010). Overall, B2B marketing 
activities necessitate more concentration (Reijonen & Laukkanen 2010). 
 
Most B2B brands are corporate brands (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009). Its’ importance in the 
B2B setting is increasing (Vallaster & Lindgreen 2011). Employees’ role in a B2B environ-
ment is vital (Leek & Christodoulides 2011) as representing individual and corporate brand to 
the customers (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2010; Harris & de Chernatony 2001; Roberts & Mer-
rilees 2007). Brand success depends largely on the employees’ interaction with customers 
(Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; 2010; Harris & de Chernatony 2001). Brand experience de-
pends on the interactions that shape the brand image. All contacts are touch points with the 
corporate brand. Management’s task is to control the interactions, not forgetting the employ-
ees' responsibilities. Contradicting the classic B2C brand strategy, the external brand equity is 
depended on the employee-customer interactions, not the outer media support. Therefore, 
connecting the brand with employees’ minds is vital in building strong B2B brand. B2B brand 




Reputable B2B brand enhances perceived quality, customer loyalty, company’s distribution 
power and financial performance (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; Glynn 2010; Coleman et al. 
2011). Brand also has noteworthy role in renewing contracts (Roberts & Merrilees 2007). The 
branding practises in B2B markets may be less obvious compared to B2C. A strong brand 
image and identity are still considerable success drivers for B2B firms (Baumgarth & Schmidt 
2010). A brand reaches its uniqueness and distinctiveness through specific brand identity; 
therefore, brand image turns positive in consumers’ minds, resulting eminent brand equity 
(Ojasalo et al. 2008; Spence & Hamzaoui Essousi 2010).  
 
Firms desire to create personal and memorable brand associated positively in the markets and 
stakeholders’ minds. Stakeholder groups co-create the brand's meaning (Hankinson 2001a; 
Hatch & Schultz 2003; Vallaster & Lindgreen 2011). All interactions, discussions and opin-
ions generate the brand value (Ballantyne & Aitken 2007). Successful B2B-branding entails 
corporate brand values placed in the centre of thinking. As a result, employees get acquainted 
with brand values, identify with the brand and behave accordingly (Vallaster & Lindgreen 
2011).  
 
Baumgarth (2010) proposed new brand orientation model for B2B context. Corporate culture 
framework by Schein (1992) is used to describe the inner structure of brand orientation. 
Schein's corporate culture model makes out layers of values, norms and artefacts, completed 
by additional layer as behaviours. Distinct components link the brand orientation concept to 
organisation performance (Hankinson 2001b; Napoli 2006). Only the concrete behaviours are 
supposed to express direct positive effect in the B2B context. The inner corporate culture is an 
imperative precursor of brand effectiveness; however, affirmative market causation relies on 
its transformation to real actions (Homburg & Pflesser 2000). The value layer is used to 
measure the brand's role to develop strategy and clarify the central brand concepts. The norms 
deal with the level of open or hidden regulations affect the basic brand management activities. 
The artefacts, meaning tangible symbols mirror and underline the brand positioning. The be-
haviours refer to the tangible actions and messaging to sustain the brand (Baumgarth 2010). A 
brand oriented corporate culture sharpens B2B-branding, underlying the importance of brand 
anchorage in that environment to build a strong brand (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009). All in 




2.8 Hypotheses development 
 
Brand orientated approach sees brands central for business practices. The entire organisation 
is integrated to the brand and supports the brand centric strategy with intention to achieve 
long-term competitive advantages through brands (Urde 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 
2007; 2008). Brand orientation has a positive effect on the brand's success (Baumgarth 2010; 
de Chernatony et al. 1998; Hankinson 2001b; 2002; Wong & Merrilees 2005). Brand focus 
enables the management to expand the resource base to strengthen the strategic brands. En-
thusiasm and long-term orientation towards brands makes a brand-oriented company to work 
(Urde 1999). Brand orientation has capacity to enhance the general marketing performance by 
means of reputation, strong brand awareness and loyalty. Distinct marketing benefits are for 
example reduced marketing costs, price premium, attracting customers and advanced trade 
leverage. Brand reputation is imperative factor effecting firm performance. Brand loyalty can 
generate advantageous word of mouth and maintaining loyal customers against competitors’ 
efforts (Wong & Merrilees 2007; 2008). Brand orientation creates brand distinctiveness. 
Firms are therefore able to construct a brand that is differentiated in consumers' minds. Firms 
attain growth and direction through this strategic element (Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2008). 
Functional brand management system enables firms to grasp brand management objectives 
resulting elevated brand performance (Lee et al. 2008). The brand identity must agree with 
the company’s competence and branded goods to establish firm's success (Boatwright et al. 
2009). When the core brand identity operates as a company's strategic hub and brands are 
treated as strategic resources, firms' brand orientation level increases significantly (Urde 
1999; 2003; 2009; Urde et al. 2011). Subsequently, performance outcomes are positive 
(Baumgarth & Schmidt 2010; Napoli 2006; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2007; 2008). Under 
these developments, it is suggested that the overall marketing performance increases through 
higher level of brand orientation. Accordingly,  
H1: Brand orientation has a positive effect on brand performance  
 
Successful brands enhance firm's financial performance in general (de Chernatony et al. 1998; 
O'Cass & Ngo 2007a). There is consensus that brands are strategically important resources 
(Simões & Dibb 2001) enabling firms to gain superior financial performance (Baumgarth 
2009 & Schmidt; Kay 2006). Brand orientation consequently has a significant impact on the 
brand performance, which in turn affects the firm’s financial performance (e.g. Baumgarth 
2010; Ewing & Napoli 2005; Gromark & Melin 2011; Hankinson 2001a; Párdányi et al. 
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2010; Reijonen et al. 2012a; Wong & Merrilees 2008). Brand performance in terms of aware-
ness, reputation and loyalty has positive effect on firm’s financial performance. A customer 
patronage is maintained resulting increased sales and lowered costs in acquiring new custom-
ers. Brand reputation and loyalty have positive relationship with brand sales and market share. 
The brand purchases increase through awareness created by brand. Positive brand image with 
solid reputation convince customers about the brand benefits (Wong & Merrilees 2007; 
2008). Also Kapferer (2008) sees that strong brands offer loyalty and financial stability. Gro-
mark & Melin (2011) evaluated the relationships between the brand orientation and financial 
performance. Highly brand oriented companies nearly doubled the operating margin com-
pared to firms with lowest degree of brand orientation. Ind (2003) also found similar results. 
All these combined factors as for example reputation, awareness, loyalty, market share and 
profitability may have positive effect on the firms’ financial performance, hence:  
H2: Brand performance has a positive effect on financial performance 
 
Service and product brands differ (Baumgarth 2010; de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003; de 
Chernatony & Dall'Olmo Riley 1998; 1999; Hirvonen et al. 2011; McDonald et al. 2001). 
Manufacturers view brands regularly only as names or labels. Brand orientated approach 
could therefore modify the approach of these firms (Urde 1999). Focus of product branding is 
placed on the core functionality of goods to form distinctiveness on the markets (Ahonen 
2008; Knox & Bickerton 2003). Service and corporate brands are intangible whereas product 
brands hold tangible features (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001; Merrilees & Miller 2008). 
Product branding is more distant from consumers whereas the service brands interrelate with 
customers (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001; de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). Besides con-
sumers, service branding focuses on stakeholders. Particular emphasis is placed on employees 
(de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2001). People being the key, training, employees' enthusiasm 
and practices are behind the outstanding performance (de Chernatony & Cottam 2006). This 
calls for organisation wide commitment on branding (Wong & Merrilees 2008). Passionate 
brand oriented approach by Urde (1999) with brand integrated to the firm resources and com-
petencies and recognising the brand’s symbolic value suits well to the service firms. The 
brand as a promise applies particularly on service brands, given that, intangible and hetero-
genic features of services (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn 2003; Horan et al. 2011). Branding is 
applied on both industry types. Nevertheless, a comprehensive brand orientated approach (e.g. 
Urde 1999; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2007; 2008) could turn more favourable for service 
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firms and the effect on relationships between the constructs should be stronger for service 
firms than manufacturing firms. Therefore, it is hypothesised:  
H3a: Industry type of a firm moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H3b: Industry type of a firm moderates the effect of BP on FP 
 
SMEs are classified by size based on employee number (Kim 2003) or turnover (Cliff 1998; 
Reijonen 2008). O'Regan & Ghobadian (2004) sees the employee size as vital performance 
driver. Firm size is used to determine firm’s financial performance (Wincent 2005). The size 
commonly moderates the firm growth and performance (Lappalainen & Niskanen 2012). 
Larger SMEs are able to emphasise performance effects due to well-established systems and 
practices (O'Regan & Ghobadian 2004; Wincent 2005). They may focus more on financial re-
sources. This development can be explained by resource availability for strategic planning 
(O'Regan & Ghobadian 2004). Marketing turns more realistic after certain size or turnover is 
achieved, thus releasing resources to invest in marketing (Simpson et al. 2006). The firm size 
is decisive because small firms' chances to utilise resources differ significantly compared to 
larger firms (Liu 1995; Xie & Boggs 2006; Wincent 2005).  
 
Zahra et al. (2000) notices that firm size may have significant effects since the resource ad-
vantages support competition and enhance performance (Gatignon & Xuereb 1997; Narver & 
Slater 1990) and competitive advantage (O'Sullivan et al. 2009; Zahra et al. 2000). Small size 
may limit firm performance but in contrast, flexibility and responsiveness could enhance the 
performance (Brush & Chaganti 1999). SMEs usually adapt faster to competitive changes 
than in large firms with complex structures (Luo & Park 2001). Keith Glancey (1998) state 
that firm size is preferably kept small if entrepreneurs are satisfied with lower profits and non-
economic benefits. Reijonen (2008) measured financial performance by growth in the em-
ployee number and in turnover. Growth orientated entrepreneurs had passion for greater suc-
cess. Majority preferred at least moderate increase in turnover. The growth intention was di-
minished after the satisfactory level of making one’s living was reached. Financial perfor-
mance in making living was perceived vital but additional success was not. The success 
measures were related rather to customers, job satisfaction and making the living before the 
growth. Arguable the subjective non-financial success measures direct stronger the SMEs 
decision making before the financial measures. Yet, lack of financial resources indicates that 
branding efforts remain limited (Wong & Merrilees 2005). In general, large firms operate 
more effectively and benefit from economic opportunities (Lüneborg & Nielsen 2003) to 
achieve superior performance compared to small firms (Majumdar 1997). Firm size effects 
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financial performance (O'Regan et al. 2005) and is positively related with profitability (Lap-
palainen & Niskanen 2012). Therefore,  
H4a: Firm size based on turnover moderates the effect of BO on BP 
H4b: Firm size based on turnover, moderates the effect of BP on FP 
H5a: Firm size based on employee number moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H5b: Firm size based on employee number moderates the effect of BP on FP 
 
Firm age is an easily observable characteristic (Thornhill & Amit 2003) and theoretically 
meaningful moderator to measure performance outcomes (Anderson & Yoshihiro 2011; Ros-
enbusch et al. 2011) Age can be measured by the number of years in business to clarify the 
concerns of firms’ various age stages (Simpson et al. 2006). One year market experience 
means less for an older firm but is certainly a critical stage for a younger firm (Majocchi et al. 
2005). Early business years are complex. Older firms advance over younger ones due to es-
tablished routines that facilitate business processes (Anderson & Eshima 2011) and higher 
performance reliability, developed with age (Henderson 1999). Firms may face aging prob-
lems. This could cause failure to respond to markets because of Older firms’ outdated routines 
and further affect the relationship between age and profitability to turn negative (Glancey 
1998). Customary routines with inertia and inflexibility may prevent older firms to adapt to 
new circumstances. Younger firms with flexible structure react faster, utilise new knowledge 
and adjust better to competitive environments and perform even better (Anderson & Eshima 
2011; Majumdar 1997). Younger firms may fail due to lack of resources and know-how, fi-
nances or general management skills and established business processes. Without a clear stra-
tegic purpose they can exhibit undisciplined strategic decisions. As a result, behavioural faults 
can weaken the performance. Old ones may fail to allocate resources and know-how and 
match with the competitive requirements (Anderson & Yoshihiro 2011; Thornhill & Amit 
2003). Firm age is closely related to the marketing performance (Zahra et al. 2000; Xie & 
Boggs 2006) and firm performance (Brush & Chaganti 1999; Loderer & Waelchli 2009; Luo 
& Park 2001; Zahra et al. 2000). The age has been verified to affect positively on perfor-
mance and competitive advantage outcomes (O'Sullivan et al. 2009; Zahra et al. 2000). The 
age is suggested to affect performance (Lappalainen & Niskanen 2012). Xie & Boggs (2006) 
found a close relationship between the firm age and marketing performance. Under these limi-
tations and differences, it is assumed that obvious differences occur between younger and 
older firms’ brand orientation and performance outcomes. Consequently,  
H6a: Firm age moderates the effect of BO on BP  




A successful brand development obliges resources and positive attitude towards the branding 
(Wong & Merrilees 2008). Branding is generally perceived beneficial (Merrilees 2005), yet 
the SME branding differs to large firms with greater resources (Abimbola & Kochak 2007; 
Krake 2005). SMEs limited resources (Ha-Brookshire 2009; Keller 2003; Walker et al. 2007) 
as lack of finances (Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Majocchi et al. 2005;) available time, know-
how and information (Berthon et al. 2008; Brush & Chaganti 1999) manpower (Sousa & As-
pinwall 2010) or limited market power (Gabrielli & Balboni 2010; Gilmore et al. 2001) 
weakens the branding practises. The limitations complicate SMEs brand development (Opoku 
et al. 2007), influence negatively on brand orientation, causing lower-grade brand perfor-
mance and firm performance (Reijonen et al. 2012a). Thus, firms are less eager to invest in 
brands (Wong & Merrilees 2005, 2008; Ojasalo et al. 2008; Keller, 2003). Owing to limita-
tions, firms must act effectively (Merrilees 2007; Rosenbusch et al. 2011) and focus on 
brands selectively (Keller 2003; Krake 2005). However, superior firm resources are ultimate 
assets (Langerak 2003) enabling companies to develop necessary capabilities and know-how 
(Gaur et al. 2011). Properly utilised firm resources generate sustainable competitive ad-
vantage and superior firm performance (Anderson & Eshima 2011; Galbreath 2005; Gaur et 
al. 2011). Such advantages contribute to the resource investments and consequently produce 
additional benefits (Gatignon & Xuereb 1997). Thus,  
H7a: Firm resources moderate the effect of BO on BP  
H7b: Firm resources moderate the effect of BP on FP 
 
Although B2B brands share similar attributes with B2C brands, differences occur between the 
business types (Marquardt et al. 2011). B2C brands ease the relationship between firms and 
consumers. B2B brands can facilitate the relationship between firms (Roberts & Miller 2007). 
Most B2B brands are corporate brands (Baumgarth 2010). Employees have important role in 
a B2B environment (Leek & Christodoulides 2011) in representing the corporate brand to 
customers. Brand is experienced in interactions, which shape the brand image. Contacts are 
touch points with the brand. The management controls these interactions with employees’ 
contribution. In contrast to B2C brand strategy, the external brand equity is dependent on in-
teraction between employees and the customers, not the media support. Therefore, connecting 
the brand in the minds of the workforce is vital in building B2B brand. B2B brand building 
covers the entire organisation (Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; 2010). Good brand reputation 
enhances perceived quality, customer loyalty, distribution power and financial performance 
(Baumgarth & Schmidt 2009; Glynn 2010; Coleman et al. 2011). Market and brand success in 
the B2B environment depends largely on the interaction of the work force (Baumgarth & 
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Schmidt 2009; 2010) and their interaction with the customer (Baumgarth 2010). Buyers' con-
fidence and satisfaction in purchase decision increases with B2B branding, also, the level of 
perceived risk and uncertainty is lowered (Leek & Christodoulides 2011). According to 
Hirvonen et al. (2011) B2B buying behaviour is rational compared to B2C sector. Brand ori-
entation evidently counts more in the B2C markets, although brands play meaningful role in 
both sectors. Firms acquire products and services to run their businesses, while consumer pur-
chases are motivated by personal usage. Brands visibly deliver benefits beyond functional 
features. Baumgarth (2010) sees that larger firms generally experience higher level brand ori-
entation. Findings in B2B sector prove that brand orientation affects directly on market per-
formance and indirectly on financial performance. SMEs must catch up with the brand orien-
tation level in the B2C sector. Consumers arguably value the brands higher than the B2B buy-
ers. Therefore,  
H8a: Business type of a firm moderates the effect of BO on BP  




                  
   
  
                  
      
 
    
 
                                            
       
     
 













H3a: Industry type of a firm moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H3b: Industry type of a firm moderates the effect of BP on FP  (Product vs. Service) 
 
H4a: Firm size (turnover) moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H4b: Firm size (turnover) moderates the effect of BP on FP   (Limited vs. Sufficient) 
  
H5a: Firm size (empl. No.) moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H5b: Firm size (empl. No.) moderates the effect of BP on FP  (Micro vs. Small & Medium) 
   
H6a: Firm age moderates the effect of BO on BP  
H6b: Firm age moderates the effect of BP on FP  (Younger vs. Older) 
   
H7a: Firm resources moderate the effect of BO on BP 
H7b: Firm resources moderate the effect of BP on FP  (Limited vs. Sufficient) 
 
H8a: Business type of a firm moderates the effect of BO on BP  
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H2:  Brand performance 
has a positive effect on 
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3 DATA AND METHODS 
 
3.1 Research methods 
 
In terms of research design, it is crucial to specify the purpose of the study, draw guidance 
from the theory, set appropriate research questions and methods, illustrate specific techniques 
used in data collection in addition how to analyse the data and prove the data trustworthy. All 
these aspects must interrelate to assure balance in the research. The purpose and the theory 
assist a researcher to specify the research questions. Next, making decisions about the meth-
ods and the strategy is within reach (Robson 2002, 81). 
 
After the research focus is decided, research questions formed and the overall research strate-
gy settled to get answers is clear, the methods require specific attention. There is a need de-
cide how to collect data. Choosing a research method is based on the sought information and 
its availability, circumstances and from whom the data is collected. There is a need to conduct 
preliminary decisions how to carry the project. The research questions and the strategic choice 
direct the choice of the most suitable methods. Given the research questions and the research 
strategy, the appropriate and available methods must be decided even if methods would 
change throughout data collection. Interviews and questionnaires along with direct observa-
tions are the most common ones. A researcher must still take into account the available time 
and resources (Robson, 2002, 203; 223-225). Most data collection methods can be utilised in 
both qualitative and quantitative research. The difference shows mainly in restrictions set on 
flexibility, structure, chronological order, depth and freedom available throughout the re-
search process. Quantitative methods rely on rather different restrictions than quantitative 
ones (Kumar 2011, 138). 
 
In previous studies (e.g. Baumgarth 2010; Hankinson 2002; Napoli 2006; Wong & Merrilees 
2008) have contributed to brand orientation research by utilising quantitative methods. Re-
search instrument of the later one has contributed widely also to this research. Nevertheless, 
well-established measurements used in the brand orientation studies are relatively rare. There-
fore, a brief pilot study was implemented before launching a questionnaire. Before a ques-
tionnaire is implemented, it should be pretested in the form of a pilot study. Respondents 
should be comparable to those who participate in the real study and have an understanding of 
the topic. Main concerns are whether respondents comprehend the questions; is the routing 
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workable; is there a reason to change wording and is a preliminary design relevant in the real 
situation? A pilot study is the best way to ascertain whether a questionnaire is operating as 
intended (Bradley 2010, 211). The implemented pilot study was limited to a few colleagues 
and local entrepreneurs in addition to supervisors. The main objectives of the pilot study were 
to ensure the functionality of the meters and that the proper technical implementation of an 
online questionnaire. The research topic is generally unknown among publics; therefore, a 
preliminary study can be considered helpful in the actual implementation of the study. 
 
The main research methodology utilised for this study followed a quantitative approach. The 
structured online form was used to collect the data from the target group embracing all-round 
sample with SMEs in North Karelia, Eastern Finland. Quantitative method was considered 
suitable for carrying out the research.  
 
Fixed questionnaire is an apparent and valuable research instrument in quantitative research, 
commonly employed in the surveys (Bradley 2010, 186). Sample links to population that re-
fers to all cases, used in a general sense (Robson 2002, 260). The main issue in surveys is to 
generalise the findings. Surveys suit best for the standardised questions seeing as there is pos-
sibility to be confident that the questions mean the same thing to all respondents, which is 
more complicated with the exploratory purposes (Robson 2002, 161; 234). Since there is no-
one to clarify the meaning of the questions to respondents, clearness and easiness of questions 
become vitally important. Layout should be legible, easy to follow and pleasant to the eye 
(Kumar 2006, 145).  
 
This research explores the level of brand orientation on both manufacture and service sectors 
in large scale rather than individual actors. A research approach exploits all business and in-
dustry types and market sectors to maximise examination of the contextual richness and com-
plexities of branding within varying SME sector. Quantitative research is all about numbers 
and statistics providing accounts of usage and attitudes past basic demographics (Bradley 
2010, 264). Surveys are familiar as they have been used for a long time (Robson 2002, 227). 
A large proportion of marketing research investments goes to quantitative researches. On the 
other hand, the qualitative research employs techniques that attempt to achieve understanding 
of the attitudes and opinions to indicate the overriding feelings. Different to measurement 
tools related quantitative methods, the discussions, observation and projective methods are 
practised to obtain responses. In qualitative research, the emphasis is set on understanding 
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before measurement and numerical values (Nigel 2010, 232). Surveys are usually implement-
ed for descriptive purposes and provide wide range information. Downside is that response 
rate may fall short. A researcher should make every effort to gain acceptable amount of data. 
Other serious problem can be response bias, whereas in interviews, the control of the response 
situation is better (Robson 2002, 234; 239). Measurement is vital to all enquiries. Descriptive 
statements are used to answer qualitative research questions. Answers in quantitative one are 
typically based on measurement scales, transformed into variables by utilising scales in analy-
sis. Greater alteration in the measurement of variable produces more accurate results (Kumar 
2011, 75). Measurement is used to identify variation and enables accurate representation of 
the concept of interest. Two categories classify the data; explicitly, non-metric (qualitative) 
and metric (quantitative), based on the type of attribute they stand for (Hair 2010, 5). In addi-
tion, uniform information gained from structured interviews ensures the possibility to com-
pare data. After all, the choice of the method depends on the study purpose and the available 
resources along with the abilities of a researcher (Kumar 2011, 140; 145).  
 
3.2 Questionnaire and measurements  
 
Kumar (2006) notices that a questionnaire can be directed various ways. 1) The mailed ques-
tionnaire with cover letter is a common approach to gain information. A prepaid, self-
addressed envelope may increase the generally problematic response rate. 2) Collective ad-
ministration is practical way to obtain information e.g. in place people are gathered together. 
In this case, the response rate usually turns higher. Personal contacts enable researcher to ex-
plain the meaning, relevance and importance of the research and clarify the questions. This is 
also fast way to collect information. 3) Administration in the public place is an option, too. 
Execution depends of the target population and available places. The method is more time 
consuming, but has the advantage of carrying out a questionnaire collectively. The choice 
between a questionnaire and an interview must be considered seriously since the validity of 
the findings depends largely on the weaknesses of both methods Kumar (2006, 146-148) 
 
Using questionnaire is advantageous. Online surveys attract substantial interest for the meth-
odological and economic reasons. Respondents are easily reached (Cook et al. 2000), time 
and human resources spared, making a questionnaire convenient data collection method. Re-
spondents' anonymity is safer compared to interviews. In some cases this method increases 
the probability to attain accurate information when asked about sensitive issues. It is still 
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worth noticing, questionnaires have numerous disadvantages. Respond rate may remain low 
given that respondents often fail to return them. Those who return the answers may have atti-
tudes, too. Low response rate may signify that the sample does not represent the whole popu-
lation. In addition, respondents could misinterpret the questions. In case questions are inter-
preted differently, the quality of data is affected negatively. There is neither chance to respond 
spontaneously. The way respondents answer to the questions, may be influenced by other 
questions. Respondents have an opportunity to consult others before answering. In addition, 
response cannot be supplemented with other information as is the case with the qualitative 
research (Kumar 2011, 148-149). Robson (2006, 238) notice that in face-to-face settings in-
terviews chances to achieve relevant information is easier compared to phone interviews. The 
self-completion questionnaires depend strongly on its presentation, but suit well for dealing 
with sensitive topics. 
 
Measuring mechanism matters. A concept that can be measured by values on diverse scales is 
called variable. Measurability separates the two; concepts are mental perceptions but the vari-
ables are measurable. Operationalisation of concepts how it will be measured is vital. In order 
to operationalise concept, a researcher must identify indicators to convert them to variables. 
Indicators must be logically connected to the concept (Kumar 2011, 62-64). The measurement 
error must be reduced by improving individual variables in addition to developing multivari-
ate measurements (summated scales). Explicitly, set of variables are allied in a composite 
measure to signify concept. Single variables should not embody the concept, but instead uti-
lise numerous variables as indicators to attain broader perspective and specify the responses 
accurately. Building a measurement from various items that form the entire measurement is 
more complete (Hair 2010, 8). Theory is the base for developing the measurement instrument 
and the predicted structure of the constructs (Byrne 2008).  
 
Robson (2002) suggest that the survey questions should not be based on the researcher's own 
thoughts. The research design should match with the research questions. The survey questions 
should assist to accomplish the research goals and provide precise answers to research ques-
tions. A major part of producing a survey is to write questions such way that the respondents 
understand the questions correctly; moreover, to offer relevant information how to answer 
questions. The questionnaire must be present such way that respondents are willing to provide 
answers in the form called for by the question, still keeping the questions in line with the re-
search task (Robson 2002, 241-242). 
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Concerning the self-completion questionnaires, many factors may influence the choice of re-
sponses. It is possible to evaluate consistency of respondents by placing various forms of the 
same question at the different points in the questionnaire. This may turn problematic since 
petite changes in wording can cause substantial effects on response. Besides, it is impossible 
to ensure that respondents treat the questions innocently or complete the exercise totally in a 
required manner. Interviews grant better changes to assess and differentiate respondents on 
this basis. Interaction with respondents likely provides greater quality data compared to the 
impersonal questionnaire. Non-response rate is usually smaller in qualitative approach. Care-
ful planning may improve the survey's response rate (Robson 2002, 253). Missing data is 
though realism in multivariate analyses. A primary concern is to safeguard generalizability of 
the results. The original distribution of values should not be far affected by any remedy ap-
plied to fix missing data (Hair 2010, 42). In case respondents do not reply, there is no evi-
dence about the possible responses, unless the reasons are clarified by other means. Interview-
ing non-respondents is time consuming, but without this knowledge there is no evidence that 
respondents and non-respondents are similar (Robson 2002, 251). However, importance of 
response representativeness counts even more than response rate, which nonetheless turns 
imperative if the representativeness is found (Cook et al. 2000; Hair 2010, 42). 
 
The questionnaire for this study consists of five different brand related sections in addition to 
the measurement of background information. Background variables play an important role in 
this research. The theory gives grounds for background variables in the form of moderators 
making their usage therefore justified in this study. The questionnaire is based on the brand 
marketing literature of several recognised brand researchers and is partly designed on the on 
basis of already evaluated and tested measurements. The research topic is not widely explored 
particularly on the SME-sector, which explains the obvious lack of well-established meas-
urements. Wong & Merrilees (2008) contribute largely to the measurement instrument since 
the questions concerning cultural brand orientation, brand performance and the financial per-
formance were drawn from their study. More specifically, first part deals with brand building, 
second, brad identity related behavioural brand orientation is named as brand development. 
The questions are derived from eminent branding literature (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 
2002; Ewing & Napoli 2005; Ghodeswar 2008; Hankinson 2001b; Kapferer 2008; Merrilees 
2005; Reid et al., 2005; Urde 1999). Third part is measuring brand's success, constructed by 
Wong & Merrilees (2008). Fourth part is designed to examine brand resources, explicitly, 
available time, money, information and know-how. The entire measurement has been em-
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ployed also in the marketing study conducted by Suni & Komppula (2009). Branding litera-
ture by (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; Ha-Brookshire 2009; Kapferer 2008; Keller 2003; 
Krake 2005; Wong & Merrilees 2005; 2008) offer additional bases for this measurement. 
Fifth part deals with financial performance (Wong & Merrilees 2008). The last, sixth dimen-
sion brings forth the background information of the firms, used as moderators in this study. 
The form consisted of 31 questions. The idea with limited amount of items was to keep the 
response time as short as possible, target time being from 5 to 10 minutes. 
 
Respondents were asked to evaluate in a 7-point Likert scale the extent to which the 21 items 
described brand orientation in their firm. The numbers of the scale state values from: 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The majority of respondents (246) reported whether 
they are entrepreneurs or placed in the management. In this sense they are the best candidates 
to answer into the brand orientation related questions of their firms. 
 
3.3 Pilot survey and testing 
 
First of all, the questionnaire should be pre-tested informally, primarily concentrating on indi-
vidual questions. Colleagues and friends can usually be persuaded for reading and proposing 
constructive advices on wording to make sure the questions are clear, simple and unmistaka-
ble. Second, respondents are drawn from the interest groups. Individuals can pass thoughts 
that occur to their minds while reading the questions. The idea is to help the researcher to un-
derstand the question from the viewpoint of respondents. Focus groups are an alternative op-
tion to improve the questionnaire development. A formal pre-test may now operate as a min-
iature pilot test before executing a real version. Adequate number of respondents should be 
included in testing. As a result, both questionnaire and procedures most likely call for adjust-
ment. After only small changes are still required, the second pilot testing is recommended 
even if resources are limited. The process is completed until all of the problems have been 
conquered. It is worth investing time and effort in this part to discover what possibly lies be-
hind the obstacles (Robson 2002, 254-256). Also Piha & Avlonitis (2012) suggest that after 
the item pool has been reviewed and modified by specialists and population judges, pilot test 
on a larger sample follows next; nevertheless, convenience samples (e.g. college students) 




As discuss above, efforts were made to develop the questionnaire through pilot and pre-
testing to improve content validity. The technical functionality of the online form and the sub-
ject matter of a questionnaire were pre-tested with three SME representatives and seven other 
individuals, in addition two of the University supervisors did oversee the questionnaire.  After 
the feedback, the questionnaire was re-evaluated. The results of the pilot study did not indi-
cate a reason to cause changes in the questionnaire. Only the wording concerning few ques-
tions (4, 5, 6 and 12) made participants slightly thinking the actual meaning of the matter. 
After consideration, chances were regarded unnecessary since the used terms are well-
established. In addition, all the questions have been utilised in previous researches. Changes 
would have complicated the prospects to compare the results with the previous research find-
ings. At last, the questionnaire was validated and proved for the data collection. 
 
The idea was to concentrate on the critical issues and ensure as Robson (2002, 245-246) sug-
gests, maintain the questions understandable, keep the language simple and short, avoid ques-
tions with double meaning, avoid leading questions, trying to construct questions that have 
the same meaning to everyone, and so forth. The present study targets the SME sector. Previ-
ous brand orientation studies have mainly focused on larger companies or the non-profit sec-
tor. Therefore, the used measurement instruments may not perfectly fit in SME context. This 
research though provides valuable information of their usage in the future. 
 
Entrepreneurs have at least moderate knowledge of branding nowadays. For this reason par-
ticipants assumedly had fairly good understanding of the content of the questions, although 
their perceptive about brand issues may vary or is perhaps considered unrelated phenomenon 
in SME context. Testing also gave understanding how long the answering process takes time. 
Fastest participant reported that it takes only about 5 minutes to fill the form; an average time 
was about 10 minutes. In order to avoid response fatigue, questionnaires should not be too 
long, neither complex (Duska & Pathak 2003). Questionnaires are subjected to a certain bias. 
Low response rate is a common problem. Serious efforts are needed to boost the rate higher. 
Respondents cannot be controlled the same way as in interviews. There is no absolute certain-
ty of the respondents’ identity whether they really are the ones who the claim to be (Robson 
2006, 238). Short questionnaires likely result better response rates (Duska & Pathak 2003). 
Hence, it was decided to keep the questionnaire within a reasonable length to reach higher 




3.4 Data collection 
 
Defining the sample of study followed simple structure. The purpose was to examine the en-
tire North Karelian SME sector including all industry and business types. According to Statis-
tics Finland (Yrittäjät 2012), 6572 SMEs operated in North Karelia in 2011. The service sec-
tor covered 58 %, trade 17 %, construction 16 % and 8 % were industrial firms. Notable dis-
parity occurs between the number of service firms and the traditional industrial companies. 
 
A researcher hardly ever has an opportunity to reach the entire population of interest. Within 
the limits, the target group of interest through sampling is practical (Robson 2002, 160), but 
observing every individual is sensible if population is small and easily reachable. Out of nu-
merous sampling types, simple random sampling is the most common and easiest probability 
sampling procedure. It is a base for complex sampling patterns, as stratified simple random 
sampling and cluster sampling (Barnett 2002, 16; 31). Robson (2002) notices that that carry-
ing a simple random sample or systematic sample without a complete list of the population is 
not recommendable. Commonly applied convenience sampling approves the nearest and most 
convenient respondents, but the entire population does not have an equal chance to be includ-
ed in the sample, neither are any combinations of participants for a particular sample size 
equally likely. The process is carried out till the sample reaches the set target number. This 
least satisfactory sampling method is not the best way to work despite of its popularity. As a 
result, the findings may not turn fully representative since bias likely influence sampled par-
ticipants (Robson 2002, 261-262; 265). There was no logical reason to conduct a total re-
search in this study since many firms do not provide their email address on their webpage or 
in the public registries. They were therefore automatically excluded from the sample. A sen-
sible choice, the random sample was out of the question because this method apparently 
would not have provided enough responses out of the limited number of firms within reach. 
Time and resources set limits to get hold of those who are hard to reach. 
 
Despite of the arguable issues, a convenience sampling technique was used. All the compa-
nies with available email address were included in the Excel spread sheet to form a complete 
list of firms before sending the questionnaire. The goal was to maximise the sample size. In 
the absence of the firms' contact information, it cannot be claimed that this study followed the 
random sample. The research data were collected from SMEs in the region of North Karelia, 
Eastern Finland. Based on the branding literature, an online questionnaire was designed and 
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sent by email to 2588 SMEs. The research time and the costs were kept at reasonable level. 
The North Karelian corporate registry maintained by the regional development companies 
Josek, Keti and Pikes was the main source of information. In addition, numerous email ad-
dresses were collected from the companies’ websites. Several contacts were excluded from 
the mailing list since they were cooperatives, non-profit organisations or corporate chains. 
The sample consisted of 268 firms in total. Out of the 268 answers 256 responses were usable 
for this research. After examining the data, 12 replies were not applicable for the data analysis 
due to missing data. Thus, 256 valid answers were included in the final analyses. The total 
response rate (11.29 %) can be considered reasonable. Large number of respondents (320) 
could not be reached due to invalid email accounts, filled email boxes or the rejected messag-
es by email filters. In addition, some of the respondents reported that they were no longer 
SME entrepreneurs or had moved away from North Karelia. 
 
The study purpose, usage of the collected data, response time and the time period the ques-
tionnaire is available for responses along with instructions how to complete the questionnaire 
were described in the cover letter included in the message. The main task is to make sure that 
the practicalities are taken care and to follow the planned research schedule and watch over 
the process so as to remain updated (Robson 2002, 256; 376). The original plan to execute the 
data collection was settled between March 29th and April 15th. A necessary amount of data 
was not obtained at first round. Nonetheless, extending the data collection time is a customary 
practise (Reijonen et al. 2012b). The designed theory and appropriate evaluation method de-
mands a large sample; therefore, the data collection was extended eventually to April 25th. A 
first reminder email was sent out on the April 10th, followed by second reminder a week later. 
After all, with two follow up efforts the sample became large enough (256) for the multivari-
ate data analysis. 
 
Missing data is a common problem by using the Likert method in data collection and can re-
sult unusable answers. Missing data turns serious problem when the number of respondents 
are limited. There are solutions to compensate missing data in case respondents fail to com-
plete all items in the scale, namely, (a) ignore or (b) remove respondents with missing data, 
(c) remove the respondents from the particular analysis involving the missing data, or (d) to 
replace the missing data with possible approximation. Dealing with the missing items and 
recalculation based on the remaining items leads to an underestimated score since the non-
completed items are valued as zero. Researchers must find suitable method to deal with the 
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missing data since removing the missing data from the entire study or the analyses possibly 
influence decisions, decreases the power, reliance of interpreted results and correctness of the 
analyses (Downey & King 1998; Mohadjer et al.1994). Reporting the missing data helps 
reader to weigh up the results and conclusions. Estimating possible non-response bias and 
substituting the missing data is critical. Reasons for missing data and non-response rate (e.g. 
unable to contact, refusals, et cetera) should be informed and studied at each part of sample to 
identify reasons of non-response bias (Mohadjer et al. 1994).  
 
By reason of inadequately filled questionnaire, several items (12) were completely removed 
from the data set. In addition, a number of cases contained only a few missing observations. 
In this case, the items with missing values (29) were replaced with the mean value of the item. 
Unfortunately, the online form did not include the forced-completion function before moving 
on to the next section, which explains the occurrence of missing data. Consequently, some of 
the responses were totally removed or replaced with mean value to repair the data set. 
 
According to Sarapaivanich (2003), the problem of non-response bias must be tested. In order 
to test the bias, an Independent-Samples T-test was employed to detect whether there is sig-
nificant difference between early (first quarter) and late respondents (last quarter). According 
to Pallant (2007), the test is used to compare scores of two different sets of respondents on the 
sample. Ewing & Napoli (2005) assessed non-response bias procedure developed by Arm-
strong & Overton (1977). The technique suggests that later respondents are comparable with 
the non-respondents. Insignificant differences between early and late respondents suggest that 
non-respondents are alike with survey respondents minimising the bias effects. Each research 
item was compared; consequently, no significant differences were found between the two sets 
of data besides the two variables, v5 (.048) and v16 (.027), were noticed below the used crite-
rion (.05) level of significance. The non-response bias is not a serious problem in this data set. 
The results prove that late respondents behaved similar to early respondents. 
 
A few additional problems occurred during the data collection. For example, sending out the 
questionnaires from the University email application wasn't the easiest. One of the mistakes 
was sending out the questionnaire as an email "carbon copy” to the respondents. At first, 
number of emails were sent out in the bundles of hundred. Every recipient typed in the carbon 
copy field (Cc) received the message visible to everyone before the mistake was discovered 
thanks to a few substantive feedbacks from the recipients. Afterwards the messages were sent 
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as a "blind carbon copy" (Bcc) to prevent further irritation. One of the feedbacks questioned 
the reliability of the entire study since it was no longer completely confidential even if single 
respondents could not be identified. In addition, webmail application cannot hold huge num-
ber of sent messages per day. Consequently, the web application got overloaded and tempo-
rarily stuck after sent messages delaying the inquiry several times. A solution for the problem 
was suggested mailing list. After the email list was finally fixed, multiple recipients were 
reached with no further difficulties; there were no longer emails typed twice, neither spelling 
errors. Some feedback from the open-ended questions described typical problems of data col-
lection as for example “part left unanswered since certain things do not belong to others” or 
“Unfortunately, I'm not interested in responding now. You should ask someone else”. All 
these to some degree distressing issues complicated the data collection process.  
 
3.5 Methods of data analysis 
 
The data analysis normally splits to two main categories: 1) Exploratory analysis explores the 
data with intention to find out what the data reveals. Exploring the data at early stages is im-
portant in order to gain overall understanding before the actual analysis. That is particularly 
helpful when executing statistical tests in SPSS (Robson 2002, 399). Exploratory approach is 
practical data reduction method to discover the structure between set of variables. This per-
spective is limited to "take what the data give you", with no option to set any restrictions to 
estimate components or extract various components. 2) Confirmatory analyses offer an alter-
native when a researcher has predetermined ideas on the data structure supported by theory or 
prior research (Robson 2002, 399; 451). The confirmatory approach measures the degree to 
which the data encounter the expected structure. Factor analytical techniques are capable of 
achieving the aspiration from both exploratory and confirmatory perspective (Hair 2010, 94-
95). Explorative and confirmatory methods are both applied in data analysis of this study. 
 
Normality tests are exercised to confirm whether the data set is normally distributed or not. 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks are universal normality tests. These plain tests as-
sist to discover the score to which the skewness and peakedness of the distribution differ from 
the normal distribution. Tests calculate the level of significance for the difference from a 
normal distribution. The tests are less substantial with small samples and turn sensitive in 
immensely large samples. Thus, both graphical and statistical tests are needed to assess the 
degree of departure from normality (Hair 2010, 73-74). First step to comprehend the nature of 
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variable is to typify the shape of distribution. Histogram with normal distribution curve is 
valuable tool to inspect metric variables to gain adequate perspective. Its graphical presenta-
tion shows the frequency of occurrences in data. Plotted frequencies observe the profile of the 
distribution of values (Hair 2010, 38). Skewness and Kurtosis ratios are the alternatives to 
evaluate normal distribution. Skewness describes the balance, from symmetrical to shifted 
shape, whereas kurtosis shows the distributions' height (Hair 2010, 71).  
 
Multivariate techniques are general extensions of univariate analysis, with distinct volume to 
treat multivariate issues (Hair 2010, 4). The techniques are mainly based on statistical infer-
ence of population values, the relationships between variables and the data set based to a ran-
dom sample of population. In addition to statistical considerations, the statistical significance 
depends on the effect size, which helps to regulate whether the observed relationship is signif-
icant. There could be obvious difference in effect size between two groups or correlations 
amid variables (Hair 2010, 8-9). Multivariate methods hold a few key judgements in terms of 
research objective and feature of the data. A theory is the base for classification of independ-
ent and dependent variables. There must be understanding how many variables are treated as 
dependent ones in the analysis and also how the both variable types are measured. That is a 
base for choosing an appropriate technique (Hair 2010, 11). 
 
Some techniques are better equipped to handle violation of certain assumptions, termed ro-
bustness (Hair 2010, 70). Parametric techniques require that the sample population is normal-
ly distributed. However, scores on the dependent variable are regularly not normally distribut-
ed. Most techniques are fortunately robust enough to tolerate violations of this assumption 
(Pallant 2007, 204). At least some assumptions must be met to enable successful analysis.  
Multivariate techniques rely on a fundamental set of assumptions signifying the prerequisites 
of the statistical theory. Normality is the most fundamental assumption. Large variation from 
the normal distribution makes the resulting statistical test intolerable. Because the tests are 
generally subjected to the normality of variables, the normality was therefore examined by 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov-test. The test rejected the normality assumption for all variables. How-
ever, it is should be noted that the test easily rejects the assumption of normal distribution 
with large data sets (Hair 2010, 71). T-test is commonly applied test method to compare two 
groups or data sets in addition to evaluating the mean score of continuous variable (Pallant 
2007, 103). Parametric techniques presume that sample is taken from population of equal var-
iances; that is, the variability of scores for groups is similar. This is tested by Levene's test for 
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equality of variances in the frames of t-test and analysis of variances analyses. A significance 
level above .05 suggests that variances for the two groups are not equal, thus violating the 
presumed homogeneity of variance. However, analysis stands reasonably robust against this 
violation (Pallant 2007, 204). T-tests and analysis of variance formulas is designed to test 
hypothesis. Wrong conclusions may cause two types of errors. 1) Rejection of null hypothe-
sis, although it is true (no difference between groups). This effect is minimised by setting ap-
propriate alpha level (e.g., .05/.01). 2) Failure to reject null hypothesis in case it is false, but 
groups are different (Pallant 2007, 204). The "power" of a test is used to assess whether dif-
ferences occur between groups. Tests differ in their level of power. In general, parametric 
tests are more powerful than non-parametric tests. Following analysis, power is inspected to 
verify the actual power achieved that the results can be interpreted. Factors as sample size, 
effect size and alpha level can influence the power of a test as well. Each factor is evaluated to 
find out their effect on the results (Hair 2010, 11; Pallant 2007, 205). 
 
The normality of the data set was graphically evaluated also by means of histograms. Graph-
ical analysis revealed that most variables were near to normal distribution. Although variables 
do not fully meet the requirements they were included in analyses since many methods are 
relatively robust; that is, they allow some exceptions from normal distribution and remoteness 
from assumptions. Achieving sufficient multivariate normality is acceptable; only critical cas-
es must be addressed. Large samples tend to reduce harmful effects of non-normality. Still, 
the normality must be always evaluated (Hair 2010, 71). Graphical exploration also supported 
the evidence of at least reasonably normal distribution.  
 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) are the two basic 
types of factor analyses (Byrne 2010, 5). CFA is often identified with the structural equation 
modelling (DeCoster 1998). This study examined the relationships between the concepts with 
factor analysis (FA) and structural equation modeling (SEM). According to Robson (2002, 
433) factor analysis is an exploratory tool designed to make sense of a large number of corre-
lations between variables pointing to clusters of highly inter-correlated variables seeking to 
replace a large variable sets to smaller easily understood quantity of factors. The explorative 
analysis begins with a correlation matrix. Large number of correlations should emerge in the 
matrix to make the analyses constructive. Hair et al. (2010, 95) mentions that distinct factors 
can provide rich information on the interrelationships of the variables. Set of variables are 
thus building blocks of the relationships. Hair et al. (2010, 117) further states that since a fac-
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tor loading is the correlation between the variable and the factor, the squared loading is the 
sum of the variable's total variance accounted for by the factor. Loadings from .30 to .40 meet 
the minimal standard for interpreted structure. Exceptionally high loadings (above .80) are not 
common, realistic is considered important criterion. Byrne (2010, 5) suggests that factor anal-
ysis explores the relations between a set of observed and latent variables. The covariation in 
data analysis is examined between set of observed variables to gain information on underlying 
latent constructs, called factors. EFA is used when the links between observed and latent vari-
ables are unknown. This exploratory approach is to define how and to what extent the ob-
served variables are related with the underlying factors. Factor loadings stand for these rela-
tions. The exploratory nature is explained with the fact that there is no prior information that 
the items measure the intended factors. 
 
According to Robson (2006), the greater accuracy demands a large sample, which lowers the 
possible error in generalising. Lack of resources though often sets limits on the quantity of 
respondents. Available methods may assist to decide an adequate sample size when estimated 
errors must be diminished (Robson 2002, 161-162; 261). Hair et al. (2010, 102) recommends 
that factor analysis call for 50 at least observations, preferably 100 or above. The minimum 
sample ratio is 5 observations per every analysed variable; adequate ratio is at least 10:1. Hair 
(2010) notices that multivariate methods befall unreliable with small samples. Critical issue is 
how large sample is needed to achieve reliable results. When data further fluctuate from the 
assumption of multivariate normality, the ratio of respondents to parameters must increase. A 
proper ratio is 15 respondents per parameter estimated in the model. A sufficient sample size 
is a must to minimise sampling error, particularly for non-normal data. Even the size of 200 is 
considered adequate for small or medium sized models. Chi-square test is but sensitive for 
sample size and may easily signal that a model is not acceptable. Sample size presents a base 
to estimate sampling error, making it a critical issue how large sample is needed for the relia-
ble results. The size is affected by 1) multivariate normality, 2) estimation technique, 3) mod-
el complexity, 4) missing data, along with 5) average error variance between the reflective 
indicators. Even if larger samples likely generate stable results, the sample size decisions 
eventually depend on set of factors. Minimum sample size suggestions are rather based on the 
model complexity with basic measurement model characteristics (Hair et al. 2010, 661-662).  
 
Prior to CFA, EFA emerges practical to test the underlying constructs. In case CFA produces 
a significant lack of fit, EFA is used to settle inconsistencies between data and the model 
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(DeCoster 1998). CFA fits testing the priori models or theory when the underlying latent vari-
able structure is reasonably identified, given that more effective decisions can be made about 
the feasibility of the target model (Miller 2009). A knowledge drawn from theory leads to 
postulation of relationships between the observed measures and the underlying factors before 
statistical testing of the hypothesised structure. CFA focuses exclusively on the link between 
factors and their measured variables. Within the SEM, it represents so called measurement 
model (Byrne 2010, 5-6). CFA evaluates the extent to which the achieved solution equals a 
hypothesised pattern. It is particularly useful in testing a conceptual structure (Robson 2002, 
433). EFA and CFA differ philosophically. EFA explores the data and delivers information of 
needed number of factors to signify the data. Variables are related to factors by factor loading 
estimate. Ideally, variables load highly on single factor and lower on other factors (i.e. < .4). 
Statistical results engender factors, not the theory. The underlying data matrix designates the 
factor structure. There is no prior knowledge of the factor quantity or which variables settle 
under certain constructs. Factors are named after the analysis (Hair 2010, 693). 
 
SEM permits distinct relationships for every set of dependent variables. Two basic compo-
nents stand out: 1) the structural model (path model) and 2) the measurement model. Structur-
al model relate independent variables to dependent ones. Theory and prior experience prede-
termine which independent variables foresee each dependent variable. The measurement 
model allows the use of numerous variables (indicators) for a single independent or dependent 
variable (Hair 2010, 19). SEM analysis begins with the model specification (Hair 2010, 653). 
This confirmatory multivariate data analysis technique of a structural theory enables hypothe-
sis testing (Byrne 2010, 3). Hypothesised relationships must always rely on the theory. Data 
driven model refinement is not suggested. SEM is practical in validating measurement in-
struments to test hypothesised relationships in a model and to propose new relationship con-
structs based on modification indexes (Cheng 2001).  
 
Hypothesised models are characteristically causal that engender observations on multiple var-
iables. SEM integrates features of multiple regressions analysis and EFA the way that model-
ling structural relationships between factors is possible. The method holds two important as-
pects. First, the causal processes are characterised by a series of structural equations. Second, 
graphical modelling of the structural relations enables a specific conceptualisation of the theo-
ry. A hypothesised model can be tested in a simultaneous analysis of the entire set of varia-
bles to verify its fit to the data. If goodness-of-fit of the model to the data is sufficient, the 
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model stands for the credibility of assumed relations between variables. Inadequate fit causes 
rejection of the model. A few aspects make SEM attractive. 1) Confirmatory rather than ex-
ploratory nature differentiates it from earlier multivariate procedures making the hypothesis 
testing with SEM easier. 2) The method integrates measurement error into the defined model 
and through multiple measurements of latent variables presents clear estimates of the error 
variance parameters. Alternative methods presume that errors in the explanatory (i.e. inde-
pendent) variables evaporate. Consequently, utilising such methods containing error in the 
explanatory variables may cause serious inaccuracy. Errors can usually be avoided by using 
SEM. 3) The technique enables the exploration of the relationships between both observed 
and unobserved variables in addition of testing structural relationships between factors. SEM 
is favoured over the other methods in analysing non-experimental data. It offers important 
features for modelling multivariate relations, or for estimating point and/or interval indirect 







4.1 Review of the background and research variables 
 
The data yielded a total of 256 effective responses. The study included all subcategories of 
industry sectors in North Karelia, Eastern Finland. The industry type was divided between 
services and production companies. Firm size includes two dimensions, first, average em-
ployee number and second, annual turnover in Euros. The firm age was based on the year of 
establishment. Firm resources were based on the available time, money, know-how and in-
formation. In addition, the study comprises both business types, business-to-consumer (B2C) 
and business-to-business (B2B). A strong leadership perspective highlights the study; the 
question of the respondents’ position in company was used to verify this approach.  
 
 
Figure 4. Industry type Figure 5. Business type 
 
Most firms operate in the services sector (71.5 %). A share of traditional manufacture firms 
(28.5 %) is minor. Figure 5 reveals the main business type of the firms. The client magnitude 
between B2B (52.7 %) and B2C (47.3%) firms is divided almost equally. 
 
 
Figure 6. Firm age Figure Figure 7. Position in a firm 
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Respondents were asked an open question of the year of establishment (Figure 6). Firms were 
first classified in four categories based on age: 1-3 years-operating (8.6 %), 4-10 years-
operating (28.5 %), 11-50 years-operating (56.6 %) and more than 50 years-operating (6.3 %). 
The firms were later divided into two categories: 1-10 years old, classified as younger firms 
(37.1 %) and above 10 years classified as older firms (62.9%). Figure 7 shows that most re-
spondents were owner-entrepreneurs (227) or placed at least in the middle management. 
 
 
Figure 8. Firm size: Employee number Figure 9. Firm size: Annual turnover/€ 
 
Firm size, based on average employee number is unevenly distributed (Figure 8). Most firms 
whether employ just one person (owner- entrepreneurs) or from 2 to 9 people. A percentage 
of micro firms (79.3 %) are expectedly high. Medium sized (20.7 %) and larger SMEs (5.1 %) 
are the obvious minority in this sample. Firms were further divided to Micro firms with fewer 
than 10 employees and larger SMEs with 10 - 249 employees. Figure 9 shows the firms' an-
nual turnover in Euros. The largest category is the firms making below 100 000€. The firms 
are further divided into two categories; the turnover at peak, 200 000€, holds firms with lim-
ited profits (52.7 %) and the rest are placed to the category of sufficient profits (47.3%).  
 
Before the data is further analysed, the research variables were examined with simple mean 
values and standard deviation. Besides, the percentages of the responses are graphically dis-
played based to the research scale. The level of brand orientation comprising more cultural 
aspects was examined with five items. Roughly about one third of the firms at least strongly 
agreed (33.6 %) that branding is essential part of the strategy (statement 1.1.) and, accordingly 
branding flows through all their marketing activities (34.4 %). The same applies to view that 
brands are essential part to run the entire business (31.6 %). Around 40 % of the firms at least 
strongly agreed that branding requires long-term planning to secure future success (statement 
1.4.). Overall, brand is valued as an important asset for the firms (45 %). On average, clearly 
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above 50 % of the firms at least moderately acknowledge the importance of branding for their 
strategies, activities and success. In general, very small proportion of the firms considers 
branding totally irrelevant for their businesses. Mean values of the item varies between 4.41 - 
4.96. The standard deviation in all cases settles above 1.7. 
 
 
Figure 10. Cultural band orientation/Brand building/Part 1/6 
 
The level of behavioural brand orientation was examined with the eight items. Statistics show 
that a proportion of firms who at least strongly agreed to differentiate their services and brand 
from competitors (statement 2.1.) is 31.6 % Similar development is noticed in preference to 
create a personal and memorable brand (30.9 %). Virtually half of the firms strongly believe 
that they know their direction in the future. The same applies to the view that firms' brand 
represents the values of the organisation.  
 
 
Figure 11. Behavioural brand orientation/Brand development/Part 2/6 
 
Roughly one third of the firms strongly believe that their brand values guide their marketing 
activities. Approximately same proportion sees that the firms' visual outlook represents their 
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brand values. 42.2 % have a strong strive to integrate their marketing activities. Mean values of 
the items are ranging from 4.44 to 5.21. The range of standard deviations is 1.58 - 1.79. 
 
The brand’s success was examined with four items through the construct of brand perfor-
mance (Figure 12). The results show that firms’ brand performance effect on the market place 
is relatively strong. Notably, two out of three firms at least moderately agreed with the state-
ments in general. Particularly, building a solid reputation (73.4 %) and strong customer brand 
loyalty (75 %) are the single items with strongest values on the scale. Mean values of the 
items alter between 4.41 - 5.35 and the standard deviations from 1.38 to 1.57. 
 
 
Figure 12. Brand's success via Brand performance 
 
Figure 13 illustrates (p. 69) four items that were implemented to measure the firm’s available 
resources for branding. Results support the general assumption that SMEs suffer resource 
scarcity. Based to the results, resource availability for the brand development was estimated 
slightly above average level. Overall, firms tend to possess decent level information and 
know-how, yet more is preferred. Lack of time and money were the most obvious limitations. 
Only a small part of firms at least strongly agreed with the statement to have enough time 
(11.7 %) and money (12.5 %). In regards information (24.2 %) and know-how the share is 
higher (30.9 %). Such firms can be considered to have clearly sufficient level of resources at 
hand. There is still obvious drop at the both end of the scales, which indicates that several 
firms are battling to find enough resources. However, viewing the construct on the whole, 
more than half of the firms (55.8 %) responded at least to the neutral choice in the scale. In 
this sense, resource availability is at moderate level. Particularly, information and know-how 
are not considered troublesome since near two thirds of the firms have chosen at least the neu-
tral option on the scale. Mean values of the items ranged from 3.37 to 4.32. The standard de-





Figure 13. Available firm resources 
 
Figure 14 visualises the firms’ financial performance over the past year. The measurement 
consisted four items. This performance measurement is adopted from the study of Wong & 
Merrilees (2008). According to the results, large part of the firms (61.8 %) informed that their 
financial development has remained at same level or just slightly increased. All together 43 % 
of the firms informed that their businesses have at least slightly progressed when the meas-




Figure 14. The evolution of business during the last year 
 
From individual items, the overall financial performance over the past year shows that ap-
proximately 22 % firms have experienced strong financial growth. In general, about 10 % of 
the firms seemingly struggled with their financial performance in the last 12 months. The re-
sults are consistent with the findings of Suni & Komppula (2009) and the Barometer of Finn-
ish SME-sector, North Karelia (2012). Mean values of the item vary between 4.18 - 4.39. The 




4.2 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
 
The previous chapter introduced the research and the background variables, including differ-
ent parts of the research instrument, not counting the moderators. Objectives of the study are 
still focused on determining the relationships between the study concepts. Thus, the collected 
research data will be analysed with the factor analysis and structural equation modelling. 
 
There are a few key testing assumptions to notice in executing factor analysis: 1) a robust 
conceptual foundation needs to support the assumption that a structure does exist before per-
forming the factor analysis, 2) a statistically significant Bartlett's test of sphericity (sig. < .05) 
specify that adequate correlations exist among the proceeding variables, 3) values of measure 
of sampling adequacy (MSA) must surpass .50 for the overall test and every individual varia-
ble; variables with values < .50 should be deleted one by one, always removing the weakest 
one first (Hair et al. 2010, 105). Worth noticing is that eliminating an indicator affects other 
parts simultaneously (Cheng 2001). EFA is commonly used at the early stages to gain infor-
mation of the interrelated set of variables and systematically simplify the interrelated 
measures. The idea is to explore the possible underlying factor structure of a set of observed 
variables without specifying a preconceived structure. EFA thus identifies the underlying fac-
tor structure (Pallant 2007, 179). In addition, variables embracing several significant loadings 
(cross loadings) should be minimised (Hair et al. 2010, 119).  
 
EFA was exploited to determine the potential underlying factor structure followed by CFA in 
order to verify the factor structure. Results of the EFA indicated that one item (v9) did not 
surpass .50 criteria and was therefore deleted from the analyses before concluding the final 
solution of factor analysis. Elimination of the variable is tolerated, pursued by re-specified 
factor solution, if it has only an insignificant importance to the study objective (Hair et al. 
2010). Followed by the determined factor solution, factors were named according to the con-
cepts described in the theory. A total of 20 items were retained: all variables from v1 to v13 
loaded on the first factor, forming the general factor of brand orientation (BO) with 12 items. 
Variables from v14 to v17 constituted brand performance (BP) with 4 items and variables 
from v18 to v21 with 4 items formed financial performance (FP). Factor loadings on the first, 
"brand orientation factor", ranged between .503 and .944. Second factor, "financial perfor-
mance", demonstrated factor loadings from .740 to .910. Third factor, "brand performance", 
showed loadings between .665 and .829.  Results of the Goodness-of-fit Test were: Chi-
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Square (523, 499); df (133); Sig. (.000). The exploratory factor analysis revealed a clear 
three-factor solution with eigenvalues greater than 1 (Cumulative variance explained = 74, 37 
%). Factor extraction determines the smallest amount of factors used to present the interrela-
tions between the set of variables (Pallant 2007, 181). 
 




The predetermined assumptions concerning the concept of brand orientation can describe BO 
as a one aggregate construct or divided into two separated parts including both cultural and 
behavioural aspects separately; nonetheless, EFA analysis yielded a clear three-factor solution 
holding a one general factor of brand orientation. That is partly inconsistent with the theoreti-
cal discussion of illustrating four separate concepts, since the results strongly supported the 
three factor scale based on both CFA and SEM. In this study, the results of EFA confirm that 
BO is a one-dimensional construct with no distinction between cultural and behavioural as-
pects. The results are in accordance with the findings of Hankinson (2001b), in which one 
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dominant factor represented a general factor of brand orientation in addition to six minor fac-
tors. The concepts of BP and FP loaded as expected, finding support in the study of Wong & 
Merrilees (2008). From now on, previously discussed concept of brand orientation is treated 
as a one-dimensional construct.  
 
Prior to the structural equation modelling, the construct validity was ensured through explora-
tory factor analysis. Construct validity points to the extent to which a set of measured items 
reflects the theoretic latent construct they are intended to measure (Hair et al. 2010, 631).  
 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha is a common indicator to assess internal consistency of a scale. 
Idea is to find out whether the items that form the scale measure the same underlying con-
struct (Pallant 2007, 95). Power is inversely related with the chosen level of alpha. Since the 
effect size and sample size are specified or data is collected, the alpha becomes the main tool 
to define the power of an analysis. In order to maintain the statistical significance, the alpha 
level should be settled high enough (Hair 2010, 464), ideally above .70 (Hair 2010, 125; Pal-
lant 2007, 95). This threshold is generally based on Nunally’s (1978) recommendation (e.g. 
Avlonitis & Piha 2012; Brïdson & Evans 2004). In exploratory researches it may decrease to 
.60 (Hair 2010, 125). Test results show that the internal reliability of the measurement scales 
of all three dimensions are reliable and clearly above the required level providing support for 
the consistency of factors.  
 




The table 2 shows the amount of variance accounted for the variables on each factor. The ex-
tracted factors with an eigenvalue above 1, account for nearly 70 % of the variance. The total 




4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and measurement model  
 
AMOS program with its’ graphical approach is used to draw analysis of confirmatory factor 
analytic and full structural equation models. The software was used to carry out the modeling 
in this study. The program permits to choose between three different models of model specifi-
cation (Byrne 2010, 17). CFA provides a confirmatory test for measurement theory. A theory 
specifies how measured variables sensibly characterise constructs within a theoretical model. 
The number of factors is predetermined and a series of relationships are proposed in the 
measurement theory. They propose how measured variables embody an indirectly measured 
latent construct. Afterwards, the measurement theory may be combined with the structural 
theory to specify the SEM model completely. Conducting CFA without a proper theory is 
pointless (Hair 2010, 693-694). Measurement theories assess how well the indicator variables 
of theoretical constructs relate with each ones. CFA confirms the validity of individual 
measures based to the overall model fit and proof of construct validity (Hair 2010, 727). The 
standardised loading estimates must reach at least .5, preferably .7 or above (Hair 2010, 695). 
 
SEM analysis holds six stages: 1) at first, individual construct are defined and items used as 
measured variables decided. An eminent measurement theory is a basis to for reliable results. 
In order to ascertain the measurement quality to produce reliable conclusions takes time. 2) 
The measurement model is developed and specified. Latent constructs are identified and the 
measured indicator variables (items) are indicated to the latent constructs. A path diagram is 
drawn for the measurement model. 3) A study is designed to engender empirical results. The 
sufficiency of sample size is evaluated. The estimation method is chosen and the issue of 
missing data handled. 4) The measurement model validity is assessed based on acceptable 
level of goodness-of-fit (GOF) and confirmed construct validity. Cheng (2001) mentions that 
the model must be revised till GOF-measures reach an acceptable level. 5) After the validity 
of measurement model is confirmed, the structural model is tested and specified. Measure-
ment model is converted to structural model. 6) Finally, structural model validity is tested and 
its equivalence to hypothesised theoretical relationships. Validated measurement model with 
acceptable fit is the precondition for testing structural relationships. Estimated parameters for 
the structural relationships are central. They offer empirical evidence for hypothesised rela-
tionships in the structural model. The same criterion is used to assess the overall fit as in the 
measurement model. GOF and significance are assessed as well as direction and size of struc-
tural parameter estimates (Hair 2010, 654-656; 675). Both models are utilised in this study.  
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Absolute fit indices indicate how well the specified model regenerates the observed data. 
They present basic estimation how well the theory fits the data. The most basic absolute fit 
index is 2 statistic. It is expected to grow when the number of observed variables increases, 
which complicates to achieve model fit. Alternative fit measures facilitate to fix the bias 
against greater samples and more complex models. The statistical test or p-value counts less 
with large samples or when the amount of observed variables is great (Hair 2010, 666-667). 
The non-significant 2 statistics is the least used as a GOF index. It is hard to get since it ac-
counts all relationships in regards constructs and indicators (Cheng 2001). Number of GOF 
indices and their threshold levels are illustrated in the table 3. 
 




According to Hair et al. (2010), the validity of the structural model is based on the structural 
model fit and CFA comparisons. The model comparison assesses to which level SEM model 
fit decreases in terms of specified relationships. The structural model fit is evaluated similarly 
with the CFA fit. A common practise is to use multiple fit indices. It is suggested to employ at 
least one absolute and one incremental index in addition to the model 2. These guidelines are 
general, depending of the situation and should remain the same throughout evaluation of the 
structural model fit.  While comparing the CFA vs. SEM fit, the CFA fit offers practical bases 
to evaluate the structural or theoretical fit. A SEM model has generally lower 2 fit. However, 
considerably lower SEM fit indicates lack of theoretical validity.  
 
A structural theory intends to explain the relationships between the construct simply and more 
precisely than CFA model. Poor fit statistics indicate failure. Insignificant 2 value of SEM 
model with CFA model indicates adequate structural fit. CFA model validity should be based 
on model fit and the construct validity since the good fit alone is not enough to support a de-
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signed structural theory. Good fit does not automatically guarantee that the SEM is the best 
way to represent data. Nonetheless, theory is crucial in estimating validity of a SEM model. 
The model diagnostics are identical for both SEM and CFA models. For instance, the pattern 
and size of standardised residuals may be employed to discover fit related problems. CFA 
model is presumed to have adequate validity at this stage. Therefore, the focus is placed on 
the diagnostic information concerning the relationships between the constructs. The path es-
timates, standardised residuals and modification indices related with the potential relation-
ships between constructs call for specific attention (Hair et al. 2010, 737-739). 
 
Goodness-of-fit (GOF) designates how clearly the specified model replicates the observed 
covariance matrix with the indicator items, that is, the similarity of the observed and estimat-
ed covariance matrices. After the estimation of a specified model, model fit evaluates the the-
ory to realism by estimating the similarity of the estimated covariance matrix (theory) to real-
ism (the observed covariance matrix). In the faultless theory, the observed and estimated co-
variance matrices are identical. The GOF measure values arise from the mathematical com-
parison of both matrices. A model fit improves accordingly, when the values of both matrices 
report closeness to each other. Chi-square (χ2) GOF is the primary measure of differences 
concerning the observed and estimated covariance matrices. The discussion begins with the 
calculation of degrees of freedom (df) and how statistical assumption is affected by sample 
size and the impulse that provides for alternative GOF measures (Hair et al. 2010, 664-665). 
While evaluating the overall model fit by CFA, the use of other GFIs is recommended beyond 
the chi-square statistic since the models hardly ever fit to the criteria owing to its dependence 
on sample size (Cheung & Rensvold 2002). 
 
The hypothesized research model was validated with CFA and tested with structural equation 
modelling. BO is treated as a first order construct including two other research concepts. To 
investigate the moderation effect of the 1) industry type, 2) firm size based on annual turno-
ver/€ 3) firm size based on employee number, 4) firm age, 5) firm resources and 6) business 
type, multi-group analysis was conducted. A moderating effect occurs when a third moderator 
variable or construct modifies the relationship between two interrelated variables or con-
structs. Explicitly, the relationship between two variables is modified based on the volume of 
a moderator. For example, if a relationship is modified significantly after measured for man 




Figure 16 shows structural relationships. CFA was used to further evaluate the ensuing scale 
and secure construct validity. The overall fit of the three-factor measurement model was satis-
factory. Root mean square of approximation (RMSEA) = .089, comparative fit index (CFI) = 
0.93, Tucker-Lewis-Index (TLI) = .92 and χ² (160) = 484,873, p<0.001. In addition, the ratio 
between the chi-square statistic and the number of degrees of freedom was 3.03, indicating an 




Figure 16. A path diagram of hypothesised measurement model specification (CFA model) 
 
Factor loadings were examined in order to establish convergent validity. Factor loadings 
ranged between .70 and .90 for brand orientation; loadings of brand performance varied from 
.78 to .86 and loadings of financial performance ranged from .80 to .88. Each loading meet 
the recommended level of .70 (Hair et al. 2010, 695), confirming the constructs internally 
consistent. In addition, the average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated. The AVE values 
of brand orientation (.64), brand performance (.68) and financial performance (.71) were ac-
ceptable seeing that each AVE estimate exceeds 0.5 and is in all cases higher than the associ-
ated shared variance, also, all the Composite Reliability (CR) estimates exceed 0.7 threshold 
level that Hair et al. (2010, 695) recommend, ranging from .90 to .96. CR and AVE were cal-
culated based on the Fornell & Larckers (1981) procedures in the Microsoft Excel 2007. 
Based on the GOF measures, the model fit is acceptable. Consequently, the items are main-
tained and adequate evidence of convergent validity of the constructs is further supported. 
77 
 
Discriminant validity was achieved since the AVE estimates exceeded the corresponding 
squared inter-construct correlation estimates based to Fornell & Larckers (1981) technique, 
proving the constructs distinct from each other (Hair et al. 2010, 695; Farrell 2010; Reijonen 
et al. 2012a; Runyan et al. 2008). Thus, both CR and AVE values indicate proper construct 
reliability and convergent validity.  
 





 BO BP FP 
Brand orientation 0.96  0.64a 0.33b 0.29b 
Brand performance 0.90  0.576 0.68a 0.305b 
Financial performance 0.91  0.536 0.552 0.71a 
 Goodness-of-fit statistics 
Model fit 2(160) CMIN/DF TLI CFI RMSEA 
 484.873*** 3.03 0.92 0.93 _0.089 
Note: *** p<0.001; aAVE value; bsquared inter-construct correlation. Squared correlations are 
above the diagonal and the bolded AVE estimates are presented on the diagonal. A rule of thumb 
set by Hair et al. (2006, 778) point that the AVE values should be greater than the squared inter-
construct correlations (Farrell 2010).  
 
 
4.4 Invariance analysis  
  
The concern of configural model (baseline model) is the extent to which the same pattern of 
fixed and freely estimated parameters grasp across groups. The model functions as the base-
line against which the following tests for equivalence are compared. These equivalence tests 
involve the specification of cross-group equality constraints for specific parameters. The idea 
is to test measurement and structural equivalence. Without identifying that the measurement 
parameters operate in the same way across groups, the test for equivalence related to the 
structural parameters is meaningless. Focal point of measurement equivalence is the extent to 
which parameters including the measurement proportion of a CFA or full SEM model appear 
comparable across groups. Measurement parameters engage both observed variables with the 
connections to the latent variables. A main concern of structural equivalence is on the unob-
served variables with the equality of relations between the factors possibly comprising the 
factor variances with error residual covariances. Initial step in establishing the configural 
model is specification and testing of the hypothesised model for each group independently. 




Measurement invariance (equivalence of measures) is a general term for different components 
of measurement model, typically tested using Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analyses. 
Measurement invariance is vital in group comparisons. The purpose is to examine the change 
in the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) when cross-group constraints are executed on a measure-
ment model. Measurement invariance test aims to confirm that the same characteristic relate 
to the same set of observations similarly across groups (Wang et al. 2011) as without estab-
lished measurement invariance, the finding of a cross-groups difference cannot be clearly in-
terpreted (Cheung & Rensvold 2002). Thus, group comparison requires first establishment of 
measurement invariance, which is realised when parameters of the measurement model are 
equivalent over the groups, observed in factor loadings (Noh & Lee 2011; Tucker et al. 2006).  
 
In the invariance tests, confirming configural invariance is a prerequisite for the other tests. 
CFA model must obtain an adequate fit to establish configural invariance. A factor solution is 
simultaneously estimated as configural invariance indicates the equal number of factors in 
each group and the same pattern of free and fixed parameters (Hair et al. 2010; Steinmetz et 
al. 2009 & 2011; Wang et al. 2011), making the basic factor structures across groups identi-
cal; thus, free parameters are estimated independently in each group and the 2 statistics of the 
multi-group model offer the bases for comparison to the different type of variances (Cheung 
& Rensvold 2002; Milfont & Fisher 2010).  
 
Metric invariance is a necessary prerequisite for cross-group comparison (Cheung & 
Rensvold 2002) as it indicates equal factor loadings across sub-groups and is supported when 
the (2) difference becomes insignificant (Reijonen et al. 2012b). Configural invariance con-
firms that the construct relates to the same set of indicators and is a prerequisite that the con-
struct has the same meaning. Nevertheless, the metric invariance is necessary to conclude that 
the construct has the same meaning, since it confirms the validity of coefficients. Metric in-
variance is a more conservative condition for construct comparability (Steinmetz et al. 2009 
& 2011), but achieving full invariance is challenging especially with complex models and at 
the later stages of tests (Hair et al. 2010, 761; Byrne 2008, 873). Well-fitted model is the ideal 
goal, but in case of misfit, a cautiously re-specified and re-estimated model may solve the 
problem. The way the normally group-specific measuring instruments function, the baseline 
models may not appear fully identical across groups. A preceding knowledge of group differ-
ences is crucial to the equivalence-testing procedures. A configural model with good fit is 
then established for each group separately (Byrne 2008, 873). After the fulfilled metric invari-
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ance, the ratings can be compared between groups and observed item differences are used to 
identify group differences in the underlying latent construct (Milfont & Fisher 2010). Base-
line models are not always identical across groups, indicating that the structural equivalence 
test shows that some measurement parameters are not constrained the same across groups. In 
case metric invariance is not supported, at least partial metric invariance must be established 
order to prolong the tests (Byrne 2008, 873; Milfont & Fisher 2010). This less conservative 
standard comprises at least multiple estimates per construct to be equivalent across groups. 
Partial invariance is established if two parameters per construct are confirmed invariant. The 
solution to compensate the full invariance is to systematically "release" the constraints on 
each factor that have the highest differences with intention to turn the 2 non-significant 
with at least two constraints/parameters on each construct. Examining the modification indi-
ces of the fully constrained model gives insight to remove the constraints orderly. Equality 
constraints holding largest modification indices are removed first. Other option is the specifi-
cation search feature of SEM programs to detect and release the most restrictive constraints. 
The goal is to release as few constraints as possible to establish invariance (Hair 2010, 671).  
 
Metric invariance was established through CFA. The results were sufficient enough to enable 
the moderation testing concerning the relationships between constructs (BO  BP  FP). 
The firm characteristics that form bases for the moderators used in this study are summarised 
in frequencies and percentages according to group sizes in table 5 (p. 80). Their moderating 
role and effect on causal relationships between the distinct latent constructs is tested through 
structural equation modelling. At this point moderators appear as two-level dichotomous vari-
ables. A reason for the further categorisation is the relatively small sample size. SEM requires 
a large number of observations per group to produce reliable results (Hair et al. 2010, 662). 
Therefore, use of larger categories could have caused more biased results.  
 
In regards moderator groups, within the industry type, firms may operate simultaneously on 
both sectors. The division into groups is based to reply which sector better describes the firms' 
operating environment. A proportion of service firms are significantly higher. The same prin-
ciple applies to business type, except groups are evenly distributed. Firm age is allocated be-
tween younger (37.1 %) and older firms (62.9 %), ten years market existence being the divid-
ing line. Firm size based to employee number was divided to micro firms (79.3 %), and small 
and medium sized firms (20.7 %). In terms of firm size in turnover/€, the dividing line be-
tween firms with limited (52.7 %) and sufficient (47.3 %) finances is 200 000 Euros. Firm 
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resources consisted originally four single items. Variable transformation was used to sum all 
items. Newly created resource variable represents available firm resources for branding. The 
average mean value of the recoded variable was used to divide the resources into firms with 
limited (50.4 %) and sufficient resources (49.6 %). The reliability of the summated scale was 
measured by Cronbach's Alfa. The value .830 for new resource variable exceeded the recom-
mended level of .70 (Hair 2010, 142).  
 




A measurement invariance test was utilised to test the level of invariance. Table 6 (p. 81) 
shows the metric invariance is achieved for five moderator variables. Firm size based on an-
nual turnover was supported by partial metric invariance. An insignificant Chi-square (>.05) 
confirms that the matrices are not different to each other.  
 
Partial metric invariance for firm size (€) was established. Factor loadings/parameters of the 
financial performance, followed by brand performance were first closed. Constructs of brand 
performance and financial performance passed the test as the groups were found equal on the 
model level. The construct of brand orientation was found slightly problematic as the groups 
were different at the model level. Three parameters of the construct had to be relaxed to attain 
adequate model. After closing the parameters one by one, the partial metric invariance was 










4.5 Hypothesis testing: structural model (H1 - H2) 
 
Hair et al. (2010, 672) set fit indices guidelines for model situation when the number of ob-
servations per group are >250 and amount of observable variables is set from 12 to 30. The 
following estimations should be found: significant p-values (2) expected; CFI/TLI, over .92; 
RMSEA, values <.07 with CFA of .92 or above. For example in models of seven or fewer 
constructs, at least 150 observations are required, modest communalities (.5), and no under-
identified constructs (Hair et al. 2010, 662). A standard model necessitates 200 observations 
(De Coster 1998), preferably 400, lest observed variables are not normally distributed. Large 
models usually hold numerous model parameters and order greater sample (Lei & Wu 2007).  
 
Table 7 illustrates the key figures of models. The results show sufficient fit indices for both 
models designating their overall acceptability. Specified CFA model is the basis for the struc-
tural model. A model must have higher 2 value than CFA model. Structural model is not to 
improve the model fit; instead, the correct way is to improve CFA before commencing SEM 
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(Hair et al. 2010, 737). The only substantive difference is increased 2 (20.564). Absolute 
measures could be higher but the incremental measures in turn show better model support.  
 
Table 7. Comparison of GOF measures between SME and CFA models 
GOF index  SEM Model  CFA model 
Absolute measures 
2 (chi-square)  505.437  484.873 
Degrees of freedom (df)  161  160 
RMSEA  .092  .089 
Incremental Fit Measures 
CFI  .93  .93 
TLI  .92  .92 
 
Figure 17 presents the relationships in the structural equation model visually, based on the 
measurement model (p. 76). The structural model was utilised in the form of multiple sample 
analysis. First, all the tests were accomplished within the measurement model before building 
the structural model (2 =505.437, 2 /df=161, TLI=0.92, CFI=0.93, RMSEA=0.092). The 
goodness-of-fit indices show that the model can be considered sufficient. RMSEA value is 
above the suggested level, but the other fit indices support the model adequacy. Byrne (2010) 
notices that RMSEA values from .08 to .10 signify mediocre fit. Recommended by Browne & 
Cudeck (1993), values below.08 indicates fair fit (see, Miller 2009; Savalei 2012). The size of 
the factor loadings effects on the RMSEA sensitivity; high loadings cause too sensitive 
RMSEA (Savalei 2012). Fit indices cannot wrap all depth of a model to judge the fit adequa-
cy against the sample data. Fit indices reveal the lack of fit but do not assure model's total 
redibility. Well-fitted model may appear incorrectly specified. An overall multiple criteria 




Figure 17. Hypotheses confirmation on total population (SEM) 
 
The hypotheses are tested within the whole data. The results indicate that the positive effect of 
brand orientation on brand performance is significant (p < .001), the standardised estimate 
being .60. The positive effect of brand performance on financial performance (p < .001) 
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achieves estimate .57. The intensity of the effects show that both paths in the model are sig-
nificant, supporting the suggested structure. Therefore, hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported.  
 
4.6 Hypothesis testing: moderation effects (H3 - H8) 
 
Moderation transpires when a third variable modifies the relationship between the interrelated 
constructs. A statistically significant model differences point to the different path estimates; 
henceforth, moderation is supported (Hair 2010, 770-771). 
 





Table 8 illustrates the differences in the path estimates; that is, the precise standardised re-
gression values on between-group comparisons. Based to the results, it can be concluded that 
group differences are mainly insignificant except the group sizes between turnover size and 
the firm age. In both cases the difference is statistically significant (p < .05).  
 
It was assumed that industry type moderates the relationships between the constructs. Howev-
er, neither path revealed significant difference. Therefore, Hypothesis H3a and Hypothesis H3b 
were not supported indicating that industry type does not have moderating effect on the rela-
tionships.  
 
Firm size was expected to moderate the relationships. The first path is strongly supported as 
firm size seemingly has moderating effect on the relationship between BO and BP (p < .05). 
Higher is the annual turnover, higher the effect of brand orientation on brand performance. 
The effect of brand orientation on brand performance is stronger in the firms with greater an-
nual turnover (> 200 000 €) compared to the firms with lower turnover levels. Therefore, 
greater access to financial resources is obviously a significant factor on firms’ brand perfor-
mance level. Results confirm the earlier findings (e.g. Wong & Merrilees 2008). The other 
path, however, appears non-significant. Therefore, results of the analysis indicate support of 
Hypothesis H4a and a rejection of Hypothesis H4b. 
 
Firm size based on employee number was hypothesized to engender moderating effect on the 
causal relationships but this was not the case. Neither hypothesis is not supported; hence, all 
size of SMEs experience similar trends in regards brand orientation and the performance. 
Thus, Hypothesis H5a and Hypothesis H5b are rejected. 
 
With regard to the moderating effect of age, Hypothesis H6a was supported with the age ex-
hibiting a moderating effect (p < .05) on the relationship BO - BP. There is significant differ-
ence between younger (10 years or less) and older firms. The effect of brand orientation on 
brand performance is stronger among older and established firms. Branding literature general-
ly suggest that brand building takes time (e.g. Aaker & Joachimsthaler 2002; Simões & Dibb 
2001). Therefore, sensible conclusion is that brand orientation and performance level is more 
developed among older counterparts. This leads of acceptance of Hypothesis H6a. In addition, 
a weaker moderating effect (p < .1) occurred between the relationship of BP and FP. Regard-
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less of a slight moderation, the effect was not considered strong enough. Thus, Hypothesis 
H6b was rejected. 
 
Available resources for branding were not found to cause significant moderating effect on 
either relationship.  This indicates that Hypotheses H7a and H7b were not supported. At last, in 
regards moderating effects of business type, Hypotheses H8a and Hypotheses H8b were not 
supported. This indicates that branding in the North Karelian small business sector is consid-





Figure 18. Hypotheses confirmation 
 
The level of support including all moderators provided by the structural equation modelling 
for the research hypotheses is summarised in figure 18. Results show very strong support for 
the Hypotheses H1 and Hypotheses H2 (p < .001). From the other hypotheses, only H4a, in 
addition to H6a, was strongly supported (p < .01). That is, the relationship between BO and BP 
is moderated by firm size (€), likewise, the relationship between BO and BP is moderated by 
firm age. Otherwise, the SME sector shows similar attitudes and intensity towards branding. 
Thus, firms with higher turnover and longer existence on the markets have at least greater 





5.1 Summary of results  
 
This study was aiming to examine the relationship between brand orientation and the other 
concepts described in the branding literature, in addition to discover to which extend the 
brand orientation occurs in concrete actions as continuum for brand centric attitudes and be-
lieves. Based to the research problems and theoretical discussion, eight hypotheses were de-
veloped primarily with the assumption that brand orientation has positive effect on brand per-
formance and further, on financial performance. Second set of hypothesis included a range of 
firm characteristics assumed to moderate the first set of hypothesised relationships.  
 
The data was collected by a structured online questionnaire. The questionnaire was sent to 
over 2 500 firms. A total of 256 received responses comprised all industry sectors in North 
Karelia. The response rate can be considered reasonable being roughly 11 percent. The initial 
step was to graphically describe the background variables and firm demographics in order to 
gain overall understanding of the data and firm characteristics. Besides, the research items 
were graphically described including the calculation of mean values and the standard devia-
tions of the research variables. The industry type in this research was divided between ser-
vices and manufacturer companies. Most firms function in the service sector (71.5 %) leaving 
the traditional manufacture firms minority in this sample. The main business type of firms 
was about evenly distributed. Business-to-business (52.7 %) firms represented a slight majori-
ty among respondents, though firms often operate in both sectors. The firms' year of estab-
lishment revealed that a large proportion of the firms (62.9%) had at least 10 years existence 
in the markets. Most respondents were owner-entrepreneurs (227) or placed at least in the 
management. This fits well with the aim to explore the topic from a management perspective; 
the management is considered to own the most profound knowledge of the research topic. 
Firm resources are somewhat limited. Only small proportion of the firms reported to own un-
problematic access to the resources as time, money, information and know-how. Lack of time 
and money seemingly are the most problematic issues for the small firms. However, firms' 
commonly picked the neutral choice in the scale, which indicates that their resource availabil-
ity is at a reasonable level. Particularly, information and know-how were considered less 
troublesome limitations. Overall, greater access to resources is yet seemingly desirable. Suni 
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& Komppula (2009) also found that particularly the lack of money is a troublesome limitation 
among small firms in East Finland.  
 
The evolution of business was measured through annual turnover. Firms responded to the 
questions concerning the financial performance development in the last 12 months.  Slightly 
above have of the firms (52.7 %) informed their annual turnover being at most EUR 200 000. 
Notably, over 40 percent of the firms informed their annual turnover reached at most EUR 
100 000. Positively, firms' growth rate, market share, profitability and overall financial per-
formance as a whole (43 %) had at least reasonably increased over the previous year. Also 
firm size evaluated on employee number shows that majority the firms fit to the category of 
micro firms. The absence of large firms in the area is noticeable. Only 14.5 % had annual 
turnover above the micro firm level and about 20 % employ more than 9 persons on average. 
These figures give fairly good estimation of the business structure of the regional SMEs. 
 
The research variables were measured with the Likert scale. Respondents were asked to select 
the answer for each question in the seven point scale. Options ranged from 1 (totally disagree) 
to 7 (totally agree). The questionnaire contained 5 separate measurement components in addi-
tion to background variables, which formed the last part of the questionnaire. They also repre-
sent firm characteristics that form important part of the analysis as moderator variables. Their 
moderating effects on the relationships between the latent constructs are assessed throughout 
the SEM analysis, described right after the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. 
 
The study consisted five different sections that formed the entire measurement. First two parts 
measured brand orientation through both cultural and behavioural measurements, altogether 
with 12 items. The first part examined more cultural aspects with five items. They neverthe-
less clearly formed holistic inseparable construct in this study. Mean values on the scale 
ranged between 4.41 - 4.96 for cultural and 4.44 - 5.21 for behavioural items, which itself 
indicates at least moderate level of brand orientation. Part three measured brand’s success i.e. 
brand performance with four items. The results show that two-thirds of firms at least moder-
ately agreed with the statements in general. Particularly, building a solid reputation and strong 
customer brand loyalty were identified strongest points since three quarters of the firms be-
lieved their reputation and brand loyalty were at least in a reasonable level. Mean values al-
tered from 4.41 to 5.35. Firms' brand performance showed accordingly moderate level of suc-
cess. Forth part estimated available resources for branding. Resource deficit as time and mon-
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ey were the two most notable aspects followed by lack of know-how and information. How-
ever, over half of the firms (55.8 %) picked at least the neutral choice in the scale, which indi-
cates that resource availability is at moderate level as a whole. Firms can manage, but certain-
ly additional resources would turn helpful. Mean values of the items were lower (3.37 - 4.32) 
compared to other sections.  
 
The financial performance was measured with four items, adopted from the study of Wong & 
Merrilees (2008). Large part of the firms (61.8 %) informed that their financial development 
had remained at same level or just slightly increased. According to the Barometer of Finnish 
SME-sector, North Karelia (2012), the economic prospects show similar development. From 
individual items, the overall financial performance over the past year showed that one fifth of 
the firms experienced strong financial growth. 10 % of the firms seemingly struggled with 
their financial performance. Mean values settled between 4.18 - 4.39. According to the re-
sults, the overall brand orientation and performance are at a reasonable level in the North Ka-
relian SMEs. Firms particularly confirmed that they had brand faithful customers and fine 
reputation. The results are consistent with the earlier marketing studies conducted in Eastern 
Finland (Kokkonen & Reijonen 2009; Komppula et al. 2009; Suni & Komppula 2011).   
 
Exploratory factor analysis was employed prior to structural equation modeling to determine 
the relationships between concepts. The results of EFA supported the three factor solution 
rather than originally theorised four-factor solution with separate cultural and behavioural 
brand orientation dimensions. Cultural and behavioural dimensions loaded evenly on the same 
factor, thus separating them in the North Karelian SME context was not find supported. Only 
the three constructs are clearly distinct from each other that confirm the construct validity for 
the gained solution. Factor analysis was carried out with the Maximum Likelihood Extraction 
Method. Factor rotation method was Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Several other factor 
and rotation techniques were tested. The results were consistently similar. Based to the results 
of factor analysis, variable v9, (dealing with firms' future goals) was removed because its fac-
tor loading was not strong enough in relation to the common threshold values. 
 
5.2 Theoretical implications 
 
Brand orientation along with brand performance and financial performances were treated as 
endogenous variables, hence constituting the frames for a structural model. Brand orientation 
89 
 
was set to operate as a predictor variable prior to two performance based criterion variables. 
The set scale facilitates the development of theoretical and empirical insights of this brand 
centric research. Philosophically the study transfers the developed conceptual brand orienta-
tion model and discussion to the empirical extent. This was realised through theoretically in-
formative and empirically confirmed measurements. In terms of theoretical contributions, the 
present study extends understanding of the role of brand orientation in the SME sector. 
 
Branding literature suggests that brand orientation affects positively on brand performance 
(e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Hankinson 2012; Wong & Merrilees 2005) and the brand's fi-
nancial performance (e.g. Baumgarth 2010; Gromark & Melin 2011; Reijonen et al. 2012a; 
Wong & Merrilees 2007).The first set of hypotheses tested the effects of brand orientation on 
brand performance (H1) and further, the effects of brand performance on financial perfor-
mance (H2). There were significant impacts on both relationships. Thus, the results further 
confirm the empirical evidence on the link between brand orientation and brand performance. 
The measured effects were both direct. In addition, brand orientation had indirect, although 
weaker effect on financial performance through brand performance. This study supports the 
view that brand orientation has a significant role in enhancing brand performance and further, 
financial performance. This is expected and in agreement also with the postulation that brand 
orientation improves brand performance and financial performance either directly or indirect-
ly. Consequently, overall firm's performance can be enhanced (e.g. Reijonen et al. 2012a; 
Wong & Merrilees 2008). This is also in harmony with the findings of González-Benito & 
González-Benito (2005) in the context of market orientation. Accordingly, for SMEs seeking 
a way to improve brand performance should focus on brand orientation. 
 
The moderation effects were studied with the use of firm characteristics as moderators. The 
idea was to examine whether the differences existed between SMEs of different industries, 
sizes, age, resources and business types in regards their level of brand orientation and brand 
performance. An apparent finding was that firm characteristics were not found a great differ-
entiating factor among SMEs in general. Firms’ brand marketing activities in this sense are 
similar since moderating effects did not cause major impact over the relationships. That 
shows in examining the second set of hypotheses, given that only the few moderators had 
significantly greater standardised estimates compared to the counter groups. The results did 
not reveal industry type to embrace moderating effect over the brand orientation-performance 
relationship. Both, more manufacturer orientated and service providers showed equal interest 
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towards branding. This is different to the theoretical view that tangible product branding dif-
fers to intangible services branding appearing more beneficial for service companies (e.g. 
Ahonen 2008; Berry 2000). The results are, however, consistent with the study about Finnish 
SMEs operating in various industries (Hirvonen et al. 2011).  In terms of brand performance, 
Komppula et al. (2009) found statistically significant differences among firms operating in 
various industries, but not in relation to brand orientation. The same trend concerns the em-
ployee number based firm size and the SMEs with different resource availability in general. 
This is contradicting the common consensus that resources allocate firms' branding abilities. 
Arguably the resource deficit suggests a limited role for SMEs' branding, restricted to narrow 
advertising activities (Opoku et al. 2007; Wong & Merrilees 2005). Particularly micro firms 
marketing activities emerge less dynamic (Reijonen & Laukkanen 2010). The difference ap-
parently would have existed if the SMEs were compared to big businesses as branding is gen-
erally viewed the territory of big multinational companies with greater resource availability 
(Berthon et al. 2008; Wong & Merrilees 2005).  
 
B2B and B2C markets appear dissimilar (Ahonen 2008; Marquardt et al. 2011). B2B brand-
ing mechanism is more complex (Roberts & Merrilees 2007; Vallaster & Lindgreen 2011). A 
common view sees consumer branding based on emotional appeals, different more rational 
B2B branding (Ballantyne & Aitken 2007). Reijonen & Laukkanen (2010) noticed that B2B 
market characteristics are formal, involve many decision makers, decisions take time and the 
purchase process is more critical and complex. Owing to obvious market differences, the 
moderating effects of business type over the relationships were expected but never material-
ised. It must be noted that many firms are active in both markets concurrently. Therefore, us-
ing a business type as a moderator particularly with smaller samples is somewhat problematic 
and impedes the measurement accuracy. The moderating effects of firm size in annual turno-
ver and firm age were also tested in the study. The result suggested that they were the most 
important moderating factors over the relationships between research variables. The effect 
was found weaker for SMEs with smaller turnover levels compared to the firms with higher 
turnover levels. Furthermore, brand orientation on brand performance is weaker in the midst 
of younger firms than in firms with longer existence in the market place. Overall, the results 
suggest that the annual turnover size or firm age at least partially have a greater effect on the 
SMEs' branding activities and performance effects than for example between the firms operat-




The empiric findings indicate that brand orientation among North Karelian SMEs is a holistic 
construct, a driving force for brand performance and further, financial performance. It is rea-
sonable to consider brand orientation integrating both cultural and behavioural perspectives 
with synergistic effects as a whole, rather than two isolated perspectives. This view supports 
the idea that SMEs branding efforts should be focused on seeing brand orientation as a holis-
tic approach, in agreement with the findings by (e.g. Brïdson & Evans 2004; Ewing & Napoli 
2005; Hankinson 2001b; 2002). In holistic view, the SMEs brand orientation integrates cul-
tural (attitudes, believes) and behavioural (concrete actions) perspectives as Hankinson (2002) 
noted that the prior belief in the brand supports the concrete behaviours. Thus, besides percep-
tion, brand orientation is linked to definite managerial actions and behaviours. Furthermore, 
this is consistent with the notion that the culture initiates the structure of shared values and 
beliefs that further convert into behavioral actions as they function as complimentary ele-
ments (Deshpande & Webster 1989). Gonzales-Benito & Gonzales-Benito (2005) in market 
orientation context noticed that both approaches are corresponding to each other since behav-
iour is the foundation of beliefs and values and culture supply the behavioural rules. Also Av-
lonitis & Gounaris (1997) discovered that the adjustment of both cultural and behavioural 
orientations is the base for true marketing orientation. The idea is related with the Baumgart-
h's (2010) study in B2B context. Reformed brand orientation model based to corporate culture 
model (Schein 1992) distinguished layers as “values”, “norms” and “artefacts”, supplemented 
by behavioural layer. The model includes brands strategic role, basic operations of brand 
management, the tangible symbols to position the brand and behaviour layer pointing to the 
concrete actions and communications in favour of the brand. These all provide more support 
for the empirical findings of the aggregate brand orientation construct of the study.  
 
5.3 Managerial implications  
 
The findings lead to a few managerial implications. First of all, managers should not underes-
timate the power of brands. Consequences of brand orientation may turn advantageous. The 
concept is considered a business approach that perceives brands as strategic resources (Urde 
1999). It creates brand positive culture and generates strong brands (Hankinson 2001a). With 
strong brands firms enhance their ability to compete, generate growth and profitability (Urde 
1994; Wong & Merrilees2005). Firms reach their goals and objectives (Hankinson 2012; Na-
poli 2006). Brand awareness, reputation, brand loyal customers are increased and consequent-
ly brand and firm performance improved (Wong & Merrilees2005; 2008).  
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Despite of big business focus, SMEs are suggested to consider brands notable option to con-
struct their strategies and business processes. As often noticed, the sales focus and profitabil-
ity are the SMEs major short-term goals, leaving less attention to the long-term branding ef-
forts. However, the brand orientated approach would deliver to the profitability as well to 
facilitate firms' survival and success in the markets. North Karelian SMEs are mainly micro 
firms with limited resources. Lack of time, money, know-how and information sets its own 
limits for the firms. However, owner-entrepreneurs could accomplish a lot by paying attention 
to some basic branding principles and strategies. Despite of obvious resource limitations, dif-
ferent type of firm characteristics and heterogeneous SME sector, firms can creatively utilise 
resources according to their abilities. It is good to keep in mind that big businesses were once 
small. However, managers should keep in mind that even if branding literature suggests cer-
tain branding principles adopted from big business may not fit directly upon heterogeneous 
SME sector (e.g. Gabrielli & Balboni 2010). Managers must accordingly find suitable brand-
ing logic depending on the various business types, environments and cultural context.  
 
Although the efforts of the labour force are important, the entire business should adapt the 
branding principles. Yet, the owner-managers role and inspiration counts the most. Conse-
quently, firms are able to create brand awareness, reputation and brand loyalty in long-term. 
Brand management calls for elevated attention despite of the busy schedules of the owner-
entrepreneurs and the management. A feedback from a certain respondent affirmed the notion 
as following: "my company brand is me. I have created it with my own expertise, which my 
clients recognise. Their recommendations have contributed to the marketing." 
 
Moreover, living the brand in daily activities is sensible; only occasional thinking about pos-
sible positive effects does not have enough power to bring fort the desired results. After the 
thoughts are repeated and conveyed to the action, firms have true chances to reap from the 
brand based strategy, otherwise branding will be forgotten and the brand's capacity is not fully 
utilised. Branding has to be made credible to the entire business in order to convert to full 
potential. Branding should be recognised as management activity. Brand is able to deliver 
enduring value when the brand is embedded to the design of the business. Brands which keep 
their promises keep their consumers and strengthen the power of brands for the reason. In 
addition, the literature suggests that differentiation is one of the basic ideas of branding (e.g. 
Keller 2003; Kapferer 2008; Marquardt et al. 2011; Stride & Lee 2007). It is proposed that 
brand orientation is  fine option for SMEs to stand out and differentiate from the mass among 
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severe competition.  Moreover, vital requirement for a brand to develop strong is determina-
tion.  Brand development is not an overnight event but calls for a long-term orientation.  
 
Customers are important. There is no reason to neglect them even if the strategy and business 
orientations are vital. Instead, adopting brand orientated approach as surplus to firm’s market-
ing activities at the same time observing customers may turn beneficial. Specifically, manag-
ers should keep in mind that brands are strategic tools capable of creating value and meaning. 
Customers expectedly perceive brands valuable; eventually, firms have greater chance to ben-
efit from the development as well when they communicate value and meaning through brands 
as described e.g. by Urde (1999). Firms have better chance to attract brand purchases when 
they create awareness. Firms are often market orientated but adding a branding element to the 
strategy could facilitate firms to compete and even outperform their rivalries. In order to 
achieve greater level of brand performance and brand awareness, managers should make sure 
that branding activities of a firm are corresponding with the cultural related values, believes 
and attitudes to further convey them to concrete behaviours and activities. This is in agree-
ment with the Urde’s (1999) view that brand orientation is both a mind-set and a management 
style associated with observable managerial actions and behaviours certainly more than just 
perception. The used measurement comprised both cultural and behavioural measures. This 
approach seems to fit for the SME sector. Neglecting the other perspective by focusing too 
much on the other perspective may reveal only the other side of the coin. This may cause im-
balanced branding approach. Consequently, the full benefits may not be reached.  
 
Those firms interested in improving their brand performance level ought to pay attention on 
brand orientation as a strategy and a state of mind, practically live the brand in daily routines. 
In order to support the brand orientation development of SMEs, owner–managers play crucial 
role since they are the key persons in small business development. A word of an owner-
entrepreneur counts the most in small business world; in fact, nothing is achieved without 
leadership interest towards branding strategy. The decision-making and behaviour of SMEs is 
frequently characterised through them (e.g. Abimbola & Vallaster 2007; Krake 2005; Reid et 
al. 2005; Reijonen et al. 2012a; Runyan et al. 2008). Brand orientation can play an important 
role in enhancing performance and the profitability of companies. Brand orientation as a stra-
tegic surplus can greatly assist in achieving performance related goals. That is, managers 
should focus on building a high level brand performance to guarantee the success on the mar-
kets. Brands require full attention to reap the desired benefits. Both the culture and behaviour 
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are important elements in building a complete brand management. The firms must allow pow-
erful, well-concentrated brand building. Consequently, the financial outcomes may turn re-
warding, too. Therefore, the key is whether the entrepreneurs first of all see the branding ben-
eficial and are able to adapt the notion of brand orientation to their marketing strategies. Great 
intentions alone if they do not lead to concrete actions have the power keep the branding de-
velopment alive. By making a strategic choice to invest in branding as a long-term effort, 
there is potentially more to gain than to lose. 
 
5.4 Validity and reliability  
 
There are obvious differences between qualitative and quantitative research in terms of validi-
ty and reliability. In quantitative research the structures and methods of data collection are 
commonly recognised, different to qualitative research (Kumar 2011, 178). Quantitative 
methods offer possibility to assess the reliability more objectively than qualitative studies. 
Research validity and reliability form the basis for assessment of the results.  
 
Questions asked from respondents set basis for the findings and conclusions. The questions 
comprise "input" for the conclusions ("the output"). The input exists throughout the sample, 
data collection, data processing, statistical procedures and the report writing. These all affect 
the accuracy and quality of the conclusions; therefore, it is vital to ascertain quality and accu-
racy of the procedures chosen for finding to provide answers to research questions (Kumar 
2011, 177). Robson (2002, 100) notes that good intentions do not guarantee reliable results; 
the key concepts are validity and generalisability. The concept of appropriateness and accura-
cy of the research refers to validity. Ideally, the research should provide answers to the re-
search questions by using suitable methods and procedures (Kumar 2011, 177-178). The va-
lidity must be confirmed and the measurement proven accurate. Measurement error means the 
level observed values do not reflect the true values. All variables are believed to contain at 
least some degree of measurement error. There are ways to handle the error. Confirming va-
lidity begins with a profound understanding about what is measured followed by setting the 
measurement as accurate as possible. Validity is though not ensured through accuracy. Validi-
ty is the extent to which a measure accurately measures what it intends to measure (Hair 
2010, 7-8). Thus, it shows the accuracy of measurement. A valid test is a base for accurately 
interpreted results (Kumar 2011, 178). Getting rid of participant and observer biases and hav-
ing demonstrated reliability of measurement enables achieving construct validity. There is no 
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unambiguous way of determine construct validity. At simplest it means what seems reasona-
ble. Generalisability points to the applicability of the results in other contexts, situations or 
persons involved indirectly (Robson 2002, 100; 102). Generalisability is known as external 
validity. Internal and external validity are inversely interrelated in a way that the variety of 
controls imposed to strengthen internal validity often fight against generalisability (Robson 
2002, 107). Content validity is the evaluation of the uniformity of the variables to be incorpo-
rated in a summated scale and its conceptual definition. This validity type is known as face 
validity. It assesses subjectively the consistency involving the individual items and the con-
cept. The objective is to ensure that the selected scale items reach beyond empirical issues by 
incorporating both theoretical and practical aspects (Hair 2010, 125). The content validity of 
this study was aimed to cover through relatively large examination of the theory and brand 
marketing literature in addition of a pilot study prior to actual survey. After confirmed validi-
ty, the reliability of the measurement must be considered. Reliability is the extent to which the 
observed variable measures the accurate values and if free from error. Variables measure con-
sistently what they indented to measure. When retested, reliable measures generate greater 
consistency compared to measures of lower reliability. A measurement conducted across 
times actually produces similar responses. Validity relates to what it should measure and how 
well the concept is defined by measure, but reliability focuses on how it is measured and 
shows consistency of measures. Used variables must be always assessed and measures with 
higher reliability favoured. Reliability considers the level of consistency between multiple 
measurements of variable. Moreover, internal consistency is a common measure of reliability. 
It is concerned to the consistency between the variables in a summated scale. Individual scale 
items (indicators) should measure the same construct and demonstrate high inter-correlation 
(Hair 2010, 3; 8; 93; 125). 
 
Kumar (2011) sees that consistent and firm research instrument is predictable and accurate, 
explicitly, reliable. Reliability naturally improves with the greater degree of consistency and 
stability of an instrument. The test becomes reliable to the extent that repeated measurements 
under the stable conditions will provide similar results. The concept includes two faces; ex-
plicitly, 1) how reliable or 2) unreliable an instrument appears. First, an instrument is ought to 
produce consistent measurements; that is, when the same set of information is collected re-
peatedly under the similar conditions providing same results, an instrument is counted relia-
ble. Second, the degree of inconsistency in the measurement process points to the extent of 
difference when the information is collected repeatedly under the similar conditions. The de-
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gree of inconsistency in the different measurements indicates the level of its inaccuracy. Such 
error reflects of the unreliability of the instrument. Reliability thus shows the level of accura-
cy in the measurements conducted by an instrument. Simply, lower the error of an instrument, 
the higher the reliability (Kumar 2011, 181). A scientific approach commonly holds a certain 
degree of scepticism about findings and their meaning, which is considered appropriate. Un-
fortunately the findings may mislead to wrong conclusions and error. Therefore, reliability is 
set to establish stability or consistency about measured issues; for instance, would the repeti-
tion fabricate similar results. Unreliable measure is not valid. Although reliability is neces-
sary, it is not sufficient enough to guarantee validity (Robson 2002, 93; 100-101).  
 
Construct validity shows the extent to which a set of measured items reflects the theoretic 
latent construct they are intended to measure (Hair et al. 2010, 631). Ensuring the construct 
validity can be divided into two parts; subsequently, convergent and discriminant validities 
were utilised to assess the construct validity of the instruments. Convergent validity measures 
the amount to which two measures of the same concept correlate. The prospect allows seeking 
for alternative measures of a concept to further correlate them on the summated scale. High 
correlations mean that the scale measures the designed concept. Discriminant validity means 
the degree to which two theoretically alike concepts are distinct from each other. In this case, 
the summated scale correlates with similar, but theoretically separate measure (Hair et al. 
2010, 126). The construct validity was first evaluated with explorative factor analysis. As a 
result, the three constructs were found distinct from each other. Furthermore, CFA was addi-
tionally used to confirm the validity of individual measures based to the overall model fit.  
 
The reliability of the measurement used in the study was evaluated by examining the con-
sistency of the measurement by calculating Cronbach's alpha values for the factors based to 
results of exploratory factor analysis. Thus, Cronbach's coefficient alpha was used to assess 
internal consistency of a scale. The internal reliability of the measurement scales of all three 
dimensions were confirmed providing support for the consistency of factors. Furthermore, 
AVE estimates exceeded the corresponding squared inter-construct correlation estimates. The 
constructs are therefore distinct from each other. Both CR and AVE values indicated proper 
construct reliability and convergent validity. Also AVE values supported the three constructs 
separate, but not the cultural and behavioural brand orientation constructs. Discriminant valid-
ity was achieved since the AVE estimates exceeded the corresponding squared inter-construct 
correlation estimates; consequently, the three constructs were further proven distinctive. The 
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developed model may not have the highest fit using Factor Analysis and SEM. However, the 
overall model fit is reasonable and both paths enclose the suggested direction and the statisti-
cal significance is confirmed. The GOF measures supported the acceptable model fit. Conse-
quently, the items are maintained and adequate evidence of convergent validity of the con-
structs is further supported. Accordingly, the results have fair degree of confidence. The re-
sults provide evidence of the validity, reliability and generalisability of the developed brand 
orientation model as a whole. The results can be generalised over the industries in large scale 
since the data was collected from all industry sectors. Although local firms are mainly micro 
businesses, the entire SME sector is similar all over country covering the almost all the busi-
ness sector in Finland. Additional studies are still required to further confirm the generalisa-
bility of the findings, particularly in the SME sector.  
 
5.5 Limitations and implications for future research 
 
The study as a whole succeeded relatively well. The study met the set research questions at 
least partially, although the original aims were not completely met. Due to lack of numerical 
data there was no definite motive to classify the moderator variables to greater than two clas-
ses. Such dichotomous classification does not reveal the depth clearly enough. With larger 
sample it would have been thought-provoking to established additional categories based on 
different firm characteristics and find deeper insights of different SME dimensions. Also the 
group differences obviously would have been better detected with larger sample.  
 
Moderators, namely, industry type, firm size (turnover), firm size (employee Nr.), firm age, 
firm resources (available time, money, know-how and information) and business type. Media-
tion effects were not deeply studied because of the concept of brand orientation was a firmly 
established as a single holistic construct without distinctive cultural and behavioural perspec-
tives. However, both direct and indirect effects occurred pointing that the mediation was par-
tial since the p-values in all cases remained significant. Besides mediating effect of brand per-
formance there was no ground to explore the mediating effect within the brand orientation 
since there was no empirical evidence of the two separate brand orientation constructs. Alt-
hough the duality between culture and behaviour implies that both perspectives can be im-
plied separately, the question remains whether cultural and behavioural brand orientations 




As with all research, the study has its limitations. One of the study limitations is that the sam-
ple consist only the SMEs in North Karelia from small geographical area. However, most 
businesses in entire country are whether micro firms or small businesses, making the sample 
in this sense comparable. Since this research focused on geographically limited area, it would 
be smart to draw samples from different geographical environments across the country to 
provide empirical support for the instrument, as well as to support the generalisability of the 
findings. Moreover, there are number of non-profit organisations in the area. The non-profit 
organisations, including cooperatives were excluded from the study. The same applies to cen-
trally managed corporations, which may at local level belong to the SME sector. The centrally 
managed branding activities make their existence in the research less significant.   
 
Additional studies are also needed to increase understanding of the relatively newish topic. 
Although the brand orientation and brand performance studies have raised interest among 
researchers, there certainly is a room for further branding research in the SME context. Brand 
orientation could be studied using qualitative methods as well. In this quantitative research, 
the cultural and behavioural brand orientations formed unified construct as it was technically 
confirmed. Therefore, it is recommended to conduct a research by qualitative means in order 
to find out whether the holistic inseparable concept in the small company sector finds support. 
The other option is to find out whether the firms could for example implement behavioural 
perspective without highly embracing cultural beliefs and values. As such, the cultural per-
spective is not necessarily an antecedent of behavioural perspective as noticed by Gonzalez-
Benito & Gonzalez-Benito (2005). From strategic orientations, only brand orientation was 
examined. Since market orientation and brand orientation are related concepts and brand ori-
entation cannot be applied alone, the relationship between these orientations seems natural 
and worth investigating. Apparently firms follow several business orientations simultaneous-
ly. Urde et al. (2011) studied brand orientation and market orientation as synergic approaches 
rather than alternatives. These two originally different strategic options could be studied as 
synergistic combinations as a hybrid between brand and marketing orientation. Branding in 
the SME context is not yet widely studied topic, particularly when it comes to testing moder-
ating effects. There is still plenty of room for further brand and moderation related researches, 
at least out of North Karelian geographical boundaries. In regards entrepreneurs, the most 
challenging issue perhaps is how to convince them about the benefits of branding mantra over 
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BRAND-ORIENTATION IN NORTH KARELIAN SMES  
 
Answer the questions 1-21 as described in the following meanings:  
1= Totally disagree ---7 = Totally agree 
 
Answer the questions 23-25 as described in the following meanings:  




 1 = Totally disagree   7 = Totally agree 
 * Brand building                                                                                  Part 1/6                                                                  
1. Branding is essential to our strategy  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
2. Branding flows through all our marketing activities  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
3. Branding is essential in running this company 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
4. Long-term brand planning is critical to our future success 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
5. The brand is an important asset for us 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
   
 * Brand development                                                                           Part 2/6                                                                  
6. We have differentiated our service and brand from the competitors 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
7. We have created a brand that is personal and memorable 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
8. We know where we are heading in the future 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
9. We know what needs to be done to achieve our future goals 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
10. Our brand represents the values of our organization 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
11. Our marketing is guided by our brand values 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
12. We strive for the integration of our marketing activities 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
13. Our office layout, colours, logo, and clothing represent our brand values 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
   
 * Brand's success                                                                                 Part 3/6                                                                  
14. Our firm has built strong brand awareness in the target market 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
15. Our firm has built a solid reputation 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
16.  We are very satisfied with our brand marketing 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
17. Our firm has built strong customer brand loyalty 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
   
 * Available resources for branding                                                     Part 4/6                                                                  
18. We have enough time available  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
19. We have enough money available 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
20. We have sufficient information available 1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
21. We have a sufficient know-how available  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
  
 1 = Decreased significantly 7 =  Increased significantly 
 * The evolution of business during the last year                                 Part 5/6  
22. Growth rate of sales in the last 12 months  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
23. Market share in the last 12 months  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
24. Profitability of your firm in the last 12 months  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
25 Overall financial performance in the last 12 months  1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
                                                                                                                       APPENDIX 1 (2/2) 
 
Background information    Part 6/6 
 
 
26. Is your company producing mainly Products  
 Services  
 
27. Are your clients mainly  other companies or Public entities 
 Individual consumers 
 
 
28. Year of establishment in  ______________ 
 
  
29. Your position in company  Owner/Entrepreneur 




30. How many people your company employs on average,  1   
      including yourself? (2 part time = 1 FTE)? 2 – 9   
 10 – 49  
 50 – 249 
        
  
31. Annual turnover (€) of a company  0 – 99 999 €  
 100 000 – 199 999 € 
 200 000 – 399 999 € 
 400 000 – 999 999 €  
 1 000 000 – 1 999 999 € 
 2 000 000 – 9 999 999 € 
 10 000 000 – 19 999 999 € 




                                                                                                                     APPENDIX 2  
The literature used on questionnaire items 
 
Construct  Items Source of Items 
Cultural brand orien-






Branding is essential to our strategy  
Branding flows through all our marketing activities Branding is 
essential in running this company  
Long-term brand planning is critical to our future success The 
brand is an important asset for us 
















We have differentiated our service and brand from the competitors 
We have created a brand that is personal and memorable 
We know where we are heading in the future 
We know what needs to be done to achieve our future goals 
Our brand represents the values of our organization 
Our marketing is guided by our brand values 
We strive for the integration of our marketing activities 
Our office layout, colours, logo, and clothing represent our brand 
values 
Hankinson 2001a; 
Wong & Merrilees 2008; 
Ewing & Napoli 2005. 
 
(Aaker & Joachimsthaler 
2002; Kapferer 2008; 
Ghodeswar 2008; Reid et al. 









Our firm has built strong brand awareness in the target market 
Our firm has built a solid reputation 
We are very satisfied with our brand marketing 
Our firm has built strong customer brand loyalty 
 
Wong & Merrilees 2008; 








We have enough time available  
We have enough money available 
We have sufficient information available 
We have a sufficient know-how available 
Abimbola & Kocak 2007; 
Gilmore et al. 2001; Wong & 
Merrilees 2005  
Financial perfor-
mance: 






Growth rate of sales in the last 12 months  
Market share in the last 12 months  
Profitability of your firm in the last 12 months  
Overall financial performance in the last 12 months  
Wong & Merrilees 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
